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ERRATA. 

Page 15, line 6, read '' other/' instead of " one." 
if 1«» M o> M of, „ "at. 

„ 36, „ 10, „ "691—90," „ "991—90." 

„ 80, „ 22, „ « 70," „ " ir 

„ 94, „ 4, „ "have." „ "here." 

„ 97, „ l,dele"or 
„ 104, „ 19, read " JJ," instead of " 3." 
„ 17, Appendix, line 20, read " »604, Sm," instead of 
" 6=04, 8m." 

Chronological Table, last page but two, 5th column, read 
" B.C. 492," instead of " B.C. 692." 
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PREFACE. 



The following pages have been written during a pe- 
riod of deep affliction. Would that their contents might 
prove as acceptable to the reader, as the writing of them 
has been consolatory to the author. In pursuing my in- 
vestigation of the grounds upon which the current Scrip- 
ture Chronology is founded, I am conscious of having 
treated freely — I trust not too freely — ^the opinions of 
writers better informed than myself in several branches 
of knowledge upon which I have been compelled to 
touch. Let not this be set down to presumption or want 
of reverence for the opinions gI others, but rather to sin- 
cere fisdth in the strength of the cause which I support 
The question to be considered is in fact a question of 
credibility between dacred and profane history — between 
classical and scriptural authority — ^between the records, 
often contradictory, of the wise and accomplished of the 
heathens during their period of literary pre-eminence, 
but of moral darkness and corruption : and the records — 
consistent as they appear to me-— of the wisest and the 
holiest of God's holy people, written during their period 
of exaltation over the nations of the earth, as the express 
guardians of the word of truth, reowded in The Book 
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held forth to the world as the lamp of light and life. i 

These two sources of information are at variance with ! 

each other : and I have no hesitation in expressing my 
conviction that profane history, or at least our method 
of interpreting profane history, is at fault. 
. From those, then, whose delight and whose habit it is 
to search the Scriptures daily whether those things be 
so, I look for a patient, and I trust indulgent considera- 
tion, while I lay before them a system of sacred chrono- 
logy which appears to me to be less open to objection 
than that which is generally entertained. The import- 
ance of the subject may not, perhaps, be apparent at 
first sight, but to the religious inquirer its importance 
cannot be overstated. If I am wrong in my arrange- 
ment, my time will not be mis-spent in drawing attention 
to several difficulties in the received system which re- 
quire "to be removed. If I am right — I dare not in- 
dulge my fancy in describing the bright vista of results 
which either directly or remotely must flow from the 
discovery. Suffice it to say, that if I have succeeded 
in shewing that, after a more correct adjustment of 
Scripture Chronology, no real difficulty remains in the 
way of a simple explanation of Daniel's great prophecy 
of the "Seventy Weeks,'' a breach — a wide and important 
breach — ^will have been made in the barrier which has 
so long separated Jewish and Christian brethren. The 
time is now at hand when prejudice must and will 
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yield before the tnith. If the Jew is right in his be- 
lief, that the Messiah has not yet appeared upon earth, 
let all become the followers of Moses. But if Chris- 
tianity be the truth, and if it can be clearly shewn that 
the Messiah was manifested at the appointed time fore- 
told by his prophet, no prejudice should stand in the way 
of the sincere and earnest Hebrew inquirer in em- 
bracing the truth. May it be my lot to be permitted 
to perform even a subordinate part in removing ob- 
stacles now in the way of that long-looked-for and 
glorious consummation, when the children of Israel 
shall be reconciled to their God ; and in hastening the 
time when "they shall no more say, the Lord liveth, 
which brought up the children of Israel out of the 
land of Egypt; but the Lord liveth, which brought 
up and which led the seed of the house of Israel out 
of the North country, and from all countries whither I 
had driven them, and they shall dwell in their own 
land." 
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the history of the chosen people. These discoveries most 
opportune in these days of scepticism. 

The books of Daniel and Ezra beset with historical difficulties. 
For instance, — 

1st. Daniel and Berosus both knew the true titles of the kings 
of Babylon. When Daniel therefore speaks of Darius he 
cannot, as we are told, mean Cyaxares, nor speak of a time 
when no Darius reigned in Babylon according to Berosus. 

2nd. Ezra was contemporary with the Persian kings he speaks 
of. When therefore he speaks of Ahasuerus and Artaxerxes, 
he cannot mean Cambyses and Smerdis, as we find in the 
current Scripture chronology. 

3rd. Kehemiah the son of Hachaliah, who dedicated the wall of 
Jerusalem and lived to rc. 433, is in the current chrono- 
logy made to have returned to Jerusalem in b.c. 536, more 
than 100 years before. 

4th. The eclipse of Thales was in B.G. 585, before the fall of 
Nineveh, — yet in the current chronology Jerusalem is de- 
stroyed in RC. 588, before the fall of Nineveh. 

5th. ^According to the received Scripture chronology, Daniel's 
prophecy of the 70 weeks is confessedly inexplicable, yet 
Daniel is a faithful historian as well as prophet. 

The works of Berosus, Manetho, Eratosthenes, and Menander 
lost during the Boman occupation of Asia. 

Our Scripture chronology derived from Africanus, Syncellus> 
and Eusebius. 

ScaJiger has removed some of their errors. 

Sir Isaac Newton was anidous to remove more. 
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Niebuhr, with new and important historical information, has 
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owing to want of sufficient reverence for the sacred writings. 
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the Assyrian inscriptions, viz., that the 14th year of Heze- 
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Discovery of the Author, that the 4:th year of Darius in Scrip- 
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years old. 
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1st. That the 3rd of Sennacherib was the 14th of Hezekiah and 
last of Ilulaeus. 

2nd. That the eclipse of Thales was on 28th May, b.c. 5S5. 

3rd. That the eclipse preceded the fall of Nineveh, and therefore 
the 1st of Nebuchadnezzar. 

4tL That Darius, son of Hystaspes, was about 62 years old in 
B.C. 493. 
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Dr. Hales deduces the date of the eclipse of Thales, which he 
places in B.C. 603, from the date of the destruction of Ni- 
neveh, which he places in rc. 606. 

The Author proposes to deduce the date of the fall of Nineveh 
from the date of the eclipse. 

Mr. Hind and Mr. Airy consider the date of the eclipse to be 
fixed to the year rc. 585, beyond the possibility of a doubt- 

Cyaxares, in whose reign the eclipse happened, began to reign 
the year after the death of Phraortes, his father. 

Phraortes, or Arphaxad, was slain in the 12th year of Nebu- 
chodonosor, who reigned at Nineveh. 

Nabopalassar reigned at Nineveh, and was Nebuchodonosor. 

The 1 2th year of Nabopalassar astronomically fixed to B.C. 614- 
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Ojaxares therefore began to reign in b.c. 613^ and died in B.C. 574, 

not in B.C. 595, 
Nabopalassar was tbe king called in history Sardanapalus. 
His last year in Nineveh was B.C. C06. 
He was then conquered by Cyaxares. 
The Scythians conquered Cyaxares in the same year. 
The Scythians ruled over Asia for 28 years, firom B.G. 606 to 

B.C. 579. 
Final destruction of Nineveh B.C. 579. 
First year of Nebuchadnezzar b.c. 578. 
Astyages probably made satrap of Media during the life of his 

father Cyaxares, at the time of his attack on Nineveh. 
Diodorus and Ctesias in error in supposing Sardanapalus to have 

been the last kinff of Nineveh. Saracus was the last kins. 
The Canon of Ptolemy in error in placing the Srst year of the 

reign of Nebuchadnezzar in rc. 604. The date of this 

reign must necessarily be regulated by, and come after, the 

date of tbe eclipse of Thales. 
A futile attempt made to disprove the date of the eclipse, from 

its supposed inconsistency with the reign of Cyrus, as placed 

by Herodotus. 
Herodotus himself tells us that he was quite uncertain as to the 

true histoiy of Cyrus, of whom there were three other ac- 
counts besides that adopted by him. 
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history and chronology of the several nations of Asia were 
well understood. 

Assyrian, Babylonian, Jewish, and Egyptian records of the age, 
confirm with accuracy the chronology deduced from the 
eclipse of Thales and Herodotus. 

The 4th year of Jehoiakim we know was the 1st year of Nebu- 
chadnezzar. If therefore the 1st year of Nebuchadnezzar 
is rightly placed in the previous chapter in b.c. 578, the 
14th of Hezekiah, or, which is the same thing, the 3rd of 
Sennacherib, should be found to be the year B.c. 689-8. 
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The chronology of the several nations above-mentioned concurs 
in placing the Srd of Sennacherib about RC. 689 — 8. 

1. Polyhistor, in quotiog Berosus^ distinctly places the drd of 

Sennacherib about B.o. 689 — 8. 

2. Demetrius^ the Jewish historian, places the invasion of Judsea 

by Sennacherib in Feb. 688. 
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of the Canon of Ptolemy began to reign. 

6. Abydenus coincides with these deductions. 

The harmony between these several authorities, thus inter- 
preted, very striking, when compared with the confusion 
drawn from them by Mr. Clinton. 

7. Manetho's chronology considered. 

Did not place the conquest of Egypt by Cambyses in b.c. 525. 

Manetho followed Ctesias in Persian matters. 

So does the Parian Chronicle. 

Syncellus and Eusebius quote Manetho to that effect. 

That Ctesias was correct we may draw from a fact mentioned 
by Herodotus, viz., that Darius Hystaspes was about 20 
years of age when Cambyses began to reign. 

Three years of the reign of Cambyses were concurrent with 
the reign of Darius Hystaspes. This appears to be con- 
firmed by the inscription at Behistun. 

Cambyses reigned 15 years over Persia and 3 over Egypt. Con- 
quered Egypt in RC. 520. 

Tarcos or Tirhakah, therefore, began to reign in b.c. 688 — 7 
the year after Sennacherib invaded Judsea. The length 
of the 26th dynasty of Manetho discussed. 
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mical records, which may afford the means of fixing dates. 
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.2nd. The 14th of Hezekiah does not fall in a Sabbatical year^ 

as it ought. 
3rd. The ** son of Yagin *' could not be the priiioe described in 
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4th. The 14th of Hezekiah &lls in the reign of Sftrgon. 

Scripture places it in the reign of Sennacherib. S^ma- 

cherib's invasion faUs in the 25th year of Hezekiah. 

Scripture places it about the 14th. 
dth. Sargon ifr supposed to be the destroyer of Samaria. Scrip- 
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Scripture. 

Pekah reigned more than 20 years. 

Fresh discoveries of Colonel Rawlinson. 



CHAPTER V. 

Recapitulation of dates determined from profane records in the 
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The Hebrew Scriptures contain a system of chronology for 1000 
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from the dedication by Solomon to the first year of Darius 
the Median. 

Table of the period of the Second Temple comprising 70 weeks, 
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69 weeks from the dedication of the temple to the same 
point. 

The point at which these two periods of 70 weeks meet is the 
year as. 493, in which year Darius the son of Hystaspes 
was about " three score and two years old," when it is said 
that he " took the kingdom," or the first year in which he 
was " made king over the realm of the Chaldeans," 

This scheme compared with the common arrangement, and 
with that proposed by Scaliger. 

Observations on the years of Jubilee. 
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Ahasuerus is undoubtedly Xerxes. 
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THE FALL OF NINEVEH. 



CHAPTER I 



INTRODUCTION. 



It has pleased the Almighty in these latter days to 
reveal to us historical truths, which have been hidden 
for more than two thousand years — ^to guide us to the 
tombs of those ancient kings of Egypt, under whom the 
Israelites passed their weary sojourn of four hundred 
years — and to lay open the palaces of the kings of As- 
syria, who in after times led captive their tribes, and 
scattered them through the cities of the Medes and 
other parts of their dominions. In the halls of Sargon 
and Sennacherib are found, engraved as it were by the 
hand of yesterday, the annals and exploits of those 
kings, and they tell us of events and persons recorded 
in the pages of sacred Scripture. The names of Jehu, 
Hazael, and Benhadad, of Menahem, Rezin, aud Heze-^ 
kiah, have already been deciphered from the nlonu- 
ments of ancient Nineveh ; and much light may be 
expected daily to be thrown upon the early history 
and chronology of the chosen people, by the researches 
of archaeologists amongst both Egyptian* and Assyrian 
monuments. 

* The researches of Mr. Reginald Poole in Egyptology have for me a 
peculiar interest. His ''Horss ^gyptiacsd" is full of curious matter, 
though not sufficiently digested. 



2 INTRODUCmON. 

This new insight into antiquity has been granted to us 
at a time when it was indeed much needed. For, in 
these days of accurate criticism, when nothing can es- 
cape the acuteness of the sceptic, many of the books 
of Scripture have been subject to doubts and objec- 
tions, owing to historical difficulties involved in the 
mode of adjusting their position in antiquity. Book 
after book has been declared either spurious or legend- 
ary ; and no one can deny the validity of some of the 
historical objections which have been raised against them. 

The Books of Daniel and Ezra are especially open to 
this sort of attack ; and though no one need be alarmed 
concerning the truth of what is related in them, many 
are disposed to negle<;t the study of them, as at pre- 
sent incapable of being reconciled with other authentic 
history. 

I will give a few instances, out of many, of the diffi- 
culties involved in our present mode of explaining the 
history and chronology of sacred Scriptura 

I. We learn from the prophet Daniel himself that he 
conversed face to face with the several kings who ruled 
in his days over the province of Babylon. No one could 
have a better knowledge than Daniel of the true titles 
by which those kings were designated in Babylon. We 
have, also, from the pen of a Babylonian priest, of the 
age of Alexander the Gre^t, a list, which has never yet 
been disputed, of the several Chaldean and Persian sove- 
reigns who ruled in Babylon. When, therefore, we are 
told by the expositors of Scripture, that in speaking of 
Darius the Median,* who " took the kingdom" (i. e., of 

* Daniel v. 31. 
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Babylon), " being about three score and two years old," 
and of his being "set over the realm of the Chaldaeans,"* 
Daniel refers to a time when no king bearing the title 
Darius can be found in the Babylonian' record, or in 
any ancient history ; and when, moreover, we are asked 
to believe that this mighty monarch, who ruled over one 
hundred and twenty provinces, is an insignificant prince 
not known to Herodotus, and called Cyaxares by the 
historian Xenophon, there is reasonable ground for hesi- 
tation, in yielding assent to this conclusion, in the mind 
of every candid inquirer. 

II. Ezra was contemporary, or nearly so, with the 
several kings of Persia mentioned in his writings, and 
was well acquainted with their true titles. Yet we are 
called upon to believe, that he has designated the prince, 
whose true title, according to existing moiiuments, was 
Cambyses,"!" by the title Ahasuerus ; and Smerdis, or 
Bardes, as he is described in the inscription at Behistun, 
by the title Artaxerxes. Thus giving a loose and unsat- 
isfactory character to the writings of Ezra, which, as 
coming from the pen of a contemporaneous historian, 
should be found, as I believe they will be found, full of 
the most minute and accurate information. 

III. Sir Isaac Newton long ago pointed out that Nehe- 
miah, the son of Hachaliah, the Tirshatha (Nehepa. I i-^ 
X. i-viiL 9.), who was living ip, and after, the thirty-second 
year of Artaxerxes Longimanus, B.C. 4**33, wa^ the same 
Nehemiah, son of Hachaliah, the Tirshatha, ^ho sealed 

* Dan. iz. 1. t Kambuziya in Babylonian. 

Kamboth in Hieroglyphick, 
Kabujiya in Persian, 
Cambyses in Qreek. 

B 2 
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the covenant with the priests who came up from Baby- 
lon with Zerubbabel, and also (vii. 7 and 65) came up 
to Jerusalem from Babylon in the reign of Cyrus, as is 
usually supposed in B.C. 636 ; so that, if he was of suf- 
ficient age to have been a leader of the Jews in the time 
of Cyrus, he must have been in all the vigour of life as 
their ruler, at about one hundred and thirty years of age, 
when he dedicated the wall of Jerusalem and marched 
round its ramparts,* according to the current chronology. 

IV. We know, from the concurrent testimony of his- 
tory and astronomy, that a certain eclipse, foretold by 
the philosopher Thales, occurred in the year B.C. 585 ; and 
we are told that the destruction of Nineveh took place 
after that eclipse. Yet, in our common Scripture chrono- 
logy, we find the fall of Jerusalem placed in the year 
B.C. 588, before the faU of Nineveh, which can only be 
conceivable, by setting at nought the testimony of the 
most ancient historians. 

V. It is painful to find, that the most remarkable, most 
interesting, and most precise of all Daniel's prophecies, 
viz., that which foretold the time of the coming of the 
Messiah upon eai-th, and which, having been fulfilled, 
should aflFord the most decisive and indisputable proof 
of the inspiration of his writings, is sometimes avoided 
altogether by expositors as irreconcileable with chrono- 
logy, and always so lightly touched upon, that it is but 
too evident how dissatisfied the writers are with the 
weakness and tenderness of their own conclusions. No 
one can candidly aflirm, that this great prophecy has yet 
been satisfactorily explained 

* Nehem. xii. 38. 
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Nevertheless, I am persuaded that true history, as well 
as prophecy, has been conveyed to us in that sacred book ; 
— that Darnel has there described events in Persian and 
Babylonish history, known to him far more accurately 
than to any heathen historian writing of the same times ; 
— ^and that those will yet be convicted of error, who have 
ventured, on heathen authority, to deny the authenticity 
of that holy book. It is this Daniel who saw in vision, 
and has pictured to our minds, the broad outline of the 
history of the world from his own time forward, in the 
succession of the four great heathen monarchies, far more 
distinctly than any historian heathen or Christian, even 
after the events, has been able to describe it, except by 
borrowing his imagery: and I have no hesitation in 
asserting, and it is my object here to shew, that the true 
chain of eastern chronology, for ten centuries at least 
before the Christian era, is more clearly deducible from 
this, and the other historical books of Scripture, than 
from the writings of any other nation which have come 
down to us. 

How the correct record of the history and chronology 
of the East, which certainly existed in the times of the 
Macedonian monarchs in Asia, has perished, it is difficult 
to account for. A flood of darkness seems to have fol- 
lowed in the train of their subsequent Roman con- 
querors. In it have disappeared the works of Berosus, 
Manetho, Eratosthenes, and Menander, and the Christian 
world has been left with such guides as Africanus, Syn- 
cellus, and Eusebius, careless investigators to say the 
least (some call Eusebius dishonest), to lead us through 
the obscurity. 
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Joseph. Scaliger and his contemporaries, in the six- 
teenth century, did much indeed to remove the confusion 
introduced by these early Christian chronographers. To- 
wards the end of the seventeenth century, Sir Isaac 
Newton laboured in the same field. And I am persuaded, 
from his remarks on the books of Ezra and Nehemiah — 
from his having pointed out the sixty-two sabbatical 
weeks of Daniel, in the 434 years between the 28th year 
of Artaxerxes Longimanus and the birth of Christ,* the 
first link in the chain of scripture chronology — ^from his 
recognition of the period of the Jubilee,"!" ^ ^^® seven 
weeks of Daniel — ^from his deep reverence for the holy 
Scriptures — and from the chronological difficulties in 
which he found himself involved, in adapting the histo- 
rical date of the eclipse of Thales to the current chrono- 
logy of Scripture — ^that he was desirous of finding some 
mode of shortening the period, between the reign of 
Cyrus and the birth of Christ, and that he was in search 
of, if indeed he had not caught a glimpse of, the light 
which is now breaking in upon us. It is only a proof of 
the absence of sufficient chronological data in his days, 
that he continued to uphold the received chronology, and 
solved his difficulties in Median history, on the arbitrary 
assumption that Herodotus had, in error, reversed the 
order of the reigns of the two kings of Media, Astyages 
and Cyaxares. 

Niebuhr, the great authority in modem days on the 
subject of history and chronology, had the additiona 
light of several valuable passages from Polyhistor and 
Abydenus, discovered in the Armenian version of Euse- 

* " ObservatioDB on Daniel," &c. p. 135. f Ibid. p. 183. 
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bius, and bearing upon Assyrian and Babylonian chrono- 
logy. These he had studied, and seems, in consequence, 
to have wavered in his opinion with regard to the length 
of the important reign of Nabopalassar, king of Babylon, 
in whose reign, as I have already pointed out,* there is 
an error involved in the received chronology. In a 
remarkable passage also, in his lectures on ancient his- 
tory, he has even overshot the mark, in lowering in the 
most decisive tone, the date of the reigns of Solomon and 
Rehoboam,"!" a conclusion which involves the whole ques- 
tion I am about to consider. For, if the date of the reign 
of Solomon is lowered, the dates also of the reign of 
Josiah, and the fall of Nineveh, and also of the fall of 
Jerusalem, must be lowered to the same extent. 

Niebuhr's insight into history, where it pleased him to 
investigate, is truly wonderful, and his conclusions must 
ever be received with the greatest respect. He was, how- 
ever, deficient in reverence for the holy Scriptures, at 
least till late in life, and has not cared to cultivate that 
noble field of ancient history. He had no faith in the 
superintending providence which guided the composition 
and preservation of the holy volume, and the record of 
Scripture therefore ranked lower in his estimation than 
the record of classical writers. He has even dared to 
impugn the authority of one at least of the books of the 
sacred canon. His views of history and chronology are 
altogether taken firom a pagan point of view. He might 
almost have been bom before the Christian era. Nie- 
buhr, therefore, has failed to perceive the light thrown 
upon sacred history, by the passages above referred to. 

Athenseiim," 25th Oct., 1851. f " Lectures on Ant. Hist.," v. iii. p. 159» 
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He felt strongly the importance of the eclipse of Tliales, 
as a chronological beacon by which to guide us through 
the intricate period of the Median empire, and appears to 
have taken much pains to ascertain the date. He ended, 
however, by concluding, that tradition had erroneously 
placed the war between Cyaxares and Alyattes in the 
time of the eclipse, because it would not square with his 
chronology. Won also by the sweet eloquence of Hero- 
dotus, he has virtually accepted his version of the events 
and chronology of the time of Cyrus, protesting at the 
same time that he knew not whether to follow Herodotus 
or Ctesias ; though Ctesias and Xenophon, the latter of 
whom he repudiates as an historian, have expressly 
pointed out the errors of Herodotus, and afford the 
means of framing a history of those times more con- 
sistent with the book of Daniel. 

Within the last year, a most important addition to cur 
knowledge of Assyrian history has been made by Colonel 
Rawlinson, who has deciphered the annals of Sennacherib, 
king of Assyria, from the marbles of Nineveh. In one 
short passage of these annals, is contaiued a synchronism 
of the greatest value in determining the date of that 
leign. By means of this passage, coupled with what 
Herodotus says of Sennacherib and Sethos, we are 
enabled to connect together definite points of Assyrian, 
Judaean, Tyrian, and Egyptian history, in one particular 
year, the date of which we shall be able to establish with 
perfect clearness. The passage referred to, synchronizes 
the third year of Sennacherib in Nineveh, the four- 
teenth of Hezekiah in Jerusalem, the last of Ilulaeus in 
Sydon. 



INTRODUCTION. 9 

Let me now say a few words upon certain clironolo- 
gieal errors into which I myself have fallen, in my work 
published in 1846, on the "Times of Daniel, &c./' and 
explain why it is that some of the dates now proposed 
differ to th6 extent of five years from those previously 
entertained. 

In my former work, I pointed out the importance of a 
passage from Demetrius, a learned Jew probably of 
Alexandria^ contemporary with Eratosthenes, and living 
therefore in an age when chronology was studied and 
understood. Demetrius had written a history of the 
kings of Judaea, and having fixed the fundamental date 
of his reckoning in the first year of Ptolemy Philopator, 
I had conceived that he calculated from the first year of 
PhUopator as king of Judaea, where he did not begin to 
reign till five years after his accession to the throne of 
Egypt. I did not then perceive correctly the exact agree- 
ment between Demekius, Polyhistor, and the canon of 
Ptolemy. It is clear, however, that these three authori- 
ties adopted the same chronology ; and by counting the 
dates of Demetrius from the first year of Philopator in 
Egypt, all three are found to coincide. By this alteration, 
the date of the fall of Jerusalem, as recorded by Deme- 
trius, becomes Aug. B.C. 560, not B.c. 555, as I had before 
supposed 

The correction of this error, led to the important dis- 
covery of the true termination of the seventy years of 
the desolation of Jerusalem in B.C. 490 = fourth year of 
Darius, according to the prophet Zechariah; and from 
thence to the date of the first Scriptural year of Darius, 
B.C. 493 ; for we are told that Darius was about " three 
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score and two years old" when "he took the kingdom ;" 
that is, of the Chaldaeans ; and this was the age of Darius 
Hystaspes in the year B.C. 493, as explained by me in 
the "Athenaeum'' of Sept. 4th, 1852.* 

Thus the common delusion into which, with all others, 
I had fallen, that Cyaxares, king of Media, was Darius 
the Mede of Daniel, was dispelled. My idea, that the 
Darius of Ezra was Xerxes, equally fell to the ground ; 
as also the idea that Darius, the son of Hystaspes, was 
the Ahasuerus of Scripture. I stUl adhere, however, to 
the opinion, that two princes of the name of Cyrus are 
spoken of in history ; one by Ctesias, as the son- 
in-law and contemporary of Astyages, who conquered 
Astyages and Croesus ; the other by Xenophon, as the 
grandson of Astyages, who conquered Babylon, and who 
is the Cyrus spoken of in Scripture. 

Since the year 1846 I have been at much pains in pro- 
curing a recalculation of the date of the eclipse of Thales. 
Having pointed out the entire Want of foundation for 
the idea, that the battle between the Lydians and Medes, 
during which the eclipse occurred, was fought near the 
river Halys, and having succeeded in shewing from Mr. 
Baily's observations, contrary to his own decision, that 
the eclipse of B.C. 610, fixed upon by Oltmann and him- 
self, and adopted by Ideler and all recent chronologists 
as that of Thales, must have fallen too far north to have 
been total anywhere in Asia Minor : I suggested that 
the course of the tyrant Agathocles from Syracuse to 
Africa in August B.C. 310, when he was benighted by a 

* See Appendix. 
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total eclipse, mnst have been to the north, not to the 
south of Sicily ; and roughly pointed out from Mr. Baily's 
observations, without pretending, however, to the accu- 
racy of an astronomer, how such an alteration of the Moon's 
latitude in B.C. 310, would bring the Moon's shadow 
in the year B.C. 585 over Ionia and Cilicia, as foretold by 
Thales. All this is stated in a letter to the ''Athenaeum," 
which appeared on the 7th of Aug. 1852.* And in that 
journal, under date 28th of Aug., I had the pleasure to 
see Mr. Hind's calculation, laying down, with astrono- 
mical precision, almost the identical line of shadow I 
had pointed out, and proving beyond dispute that the 
eclipse of B.c. 585 was that of Thales. "f 

The conclusions arrived at in the ensuing pages are 
based, therefore, upon the following chronological data ; 
which, if not disputed, must inevitably lead to the lower- 
ing of the whole chain of Scripture chronology to the 
extent of twenty-eight years. 

1st. That the third year of Sennacherib, king of As- 
syria, was the fourteenth year of Hezekiah, king of 
Judah, and the last year of IlulsBUS, king of Sidon and 
Tyre. 

2nd.. That the true date of the eclipse of Thales is 
28th of May, B.C. 585. 

3rd. That this eclipse preceded the faU of Nineveh, 

* See Appendix. 

t I must not omit to mention the assistance I have received from 
Mr. Drew Snooke of the Isle of Wight, who, as early as April 1862, 
pointed out to me the probable path of the eclipse of B.o. 810, from his 
own tables for calculating eclipses, since published, and which has since 
proved to be nearly correct^ according to the calculations of the Astrono- 
mer KoyaL 
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and, therefore, also preceded the first year of Nebuchad- 
nezzar, king of Babylon = fourth year of Jehoiakim, 
king of Judah. 

4th. That Darius the son of Hystaspes was "about 
three score and two years old,'' in the year RC. 493. 
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CHAPTER II. 



THE FALL OF NINEVEH. 



" The destruction of Nineveh,'' writes Dr. Hales, " RC. 
606, forms a fundamental date in Profane Chronology, 
both upwards and downwards, upon which depends the 
adjustment of the antecedent periods of Assjrrian and 
Babylonian chronology, and also of the subsequent pe- 
riods of Babylonian, Median, and Persian chronology, and 
by its connexion with the eclipse of Thales, determined 
chiefly from thence to B.a 603, of Lydian and Grecian 
chronology also/'* 

Dr. Hales, it will be observed, here deduces the date of 
the eclipse of Thales from the date of the fall of Nineveh ; 
and the connexion between the two events is indeed un- 
questionable. But, since his supposed date of the eclipse 
is proved to be erroneous, the presumption is, that the 
date assumed for the fall of Nineveh is erroneous also ; 
and that this fundamental date, from which the chrono- 
logy of Assjnria, Babylonia, Media, Persia, and Lydia is 
computed, is together with its superstructure resting 
upon no solid foundation. 

I propose to take what appears to me a more satisfac- 
tory course, and to deduce the true date of the destruc- 
tion of Nineveh from the now ascertained date of the 

* Hales' " Chronology,'* voL iv. p. 64, note. 
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eclipse of Thales. This course, indeed, could not have 
been pursued with certainty when Dr. Hales wrote, 
owing to the imperfection of the astronomical tables for 
calculating eclipses of ancient date. Recent improvements 
in the tables, however, and especially those introduced 
by Mr. Airy, from a reduction of the lunar observations 
made at the Greenwich Observatory, have rendered these 
calculations capable of being made, with a degree of accu- 
racy which leaves but little further to be required. 

Mr. Hind, than whose authority on these points none 
is greater, was the first who from the improved tables, 
coupled with certain data of his own, computed the path 
of the great eclipse of May B.C. 585, which history declares 
to be the eclipse predicted by Thales to the lonians. He 
writes, "the central line of shadow would pass a few 
miles north of Miletus, the reputed birthplace of Thales, 
and terminate in the sea, to the north of the island of 
Cyprus. The eclipse would be total in Ionia, Lydia, 
Pamphylia, and the southern part of Cilicia. All this 
agrees so well with historical indications, that I conceive 
we are justified in fixing upon the eclipse of B.C. 585, 
May 28, as that of Thales and Herodotus. No probable 
correction of the elements of the Moon's orbit is likely to 
effect this conclusion." * 

Mr. Airy, the Astronomer Royal, soon after came to the 
same conclusion, by a calculation turning chiefly on the 
idea that the course taken by Agathocles, when passing 
from Syracuse to Africa, during the eclipse of August B c. 
310, was north and not south of Sicily, as usually sup- 
posed; a suggestion which occurred to me, on comparing 

* " AthensDum Journal," Aug. 28, 1862. 
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the accounts of that voyage in Diodorus and Justin, and 
which I had the honour of communicating to him, to- 
gether with several arguments in fevour of the northern 
route. He has also computed the paths of the several 
eclipses visible in Asia Minor during the fifty years pre- 
vious to B.C. 580, and finds that no one was total in 
Asia Minor between that year and B.C. 630. He con- 
cluded a lecture, at the Boyal Institution, on the 4th of 
February, 1853, with the opinion, "that the date B.C. 
585 was now established for the eclipse of Thales beyond 
the possibility of a doubt." We already know that all an- 
cient authority places the event at or near the same date. 
Both history and astronomy, therefore, coincide in plac- 
ing the date of the eclipse of Thales in the year kg. 585. 

Now, my object being to ascertain the date of the fall 
of Nineveh by means of this eclipse, I shall endeavour to 
do so. 

1st. By shewing, that the reign of Cyaxares, king ot 
Media, who destroyed Nineveh, and in whose reign the 
eclipse happened, must necessarily be lowered at least 
twenty-one years below the current date, and that he 
began to reign in the year B.C. 613. 

2nd. By identifying Nabopala^sar, king of Babylon, 
whose reign is astronomically fixed, with Sardanapakis 
the last Assyrian king of Nineveh, who must have 
fallen in B.C. 606. 

And after having fixed the dates of the reigns of the 
destroyer of Nineveh, and of the last king of the Assyrian 
dynasty in that city, by following the simple narrative 
of Herodotus, we shall arrive without difficulty at the date 
of the final catastrophe in which that city was destroyed. 
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First, then, with regard to Cyaxares, we know that the 
eclipse happened during his reign (Herod. 1. i. 74). We 
know also that he reigned forty years (L i. 106). If, there- 
fore, we include the eclipse of B.C. 585 in his reign, he 
could not have come to the throne earlier than B.C. 624. 

That he came to the throne somewhat later than 
B.C. 624, we may infer from Herodotus, since he gives us 
no reason to suppose that Cyaxares died in the year of the 
eclipse. But we learn the exact date of his accession to 
have been B.C. 613, by comparing Herodotus with the 
book of Judith. This ancient Chaldee book has been 
repudiated by many learned men, chiefly from its incon- 
sistency with the received chronology. There is scarcely 
any other reason for rejecting it. But this, in my opinion, 
is a point greatly in favour of its veracity. The chro- 
nological data contained in this book, which are very 
precise, and not at all of the character of fiction, could 
not be true, had they agreed with the common chrono- 
logy. From this book, then, which I believe to contain 
true history, we collect, that a king of Media, called in 
the Chaldee Arphaxad, was slain by Nabuchodonosor, 
"who reigned in Nineveh.'' (Judith i. 1.) 

Now, whether we receive the book of Judith as true 
history, or merely as romance founded upon history, this 
Arphaxad could be no other than the Phraortes of Hero- 
dotus, who was the immediate predecessor of Cyaxares. 
For Phraortes, he tells us, was slain in war against the 
king of Nineveh (Herod. 1. i. 102), and we know of no 
other king of Media who was so slain. The book of 
Judith (I follow St. Jerome and Prideaux)* places the 

* Prideaux'a " Connexions," vol. i. p. 51. 
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death of Arphaxad or Phraortes in the twelfth year of 
the reign of the Aissyrian king; Cyaxares, therefore, the 
successor of Phraortes, counted his reign from the fol- 
lowing year, that is, from the thirteenth year of Nabu- 
chodonosor, king of Nineveh. 

Who then was this "Nebuchodonosor, who reigned at Ni- 
neveh?" that we may learn the date of his thirteenth year. 

We learn from the Canon at Ptolemy, that Nabopa- 
lassar, king of Babylon, began to reign in the year aa 
626, and we have ascertained by means of the eclipse that 
Phraortes was slain not earlier than RC. 624, during the 
reign therefore of Nabopalassar.. Now Nabopalassar was 
also king of Nineveh, and therefore Nebuchodonosor who 
slew Phraortea For, Polyhistor has preserved a list of 
the later kings of Nineveh, in one of the newly-discovered 
passages of that author, contained in the Armenian ver- 
sion of Eusebius, which runs thus: — 

Sinecherim reigned 18 years. (Sennacherib) 
His son . „ 8 „ (Esarhaddon) 

Sammughes „ 21 ,, 



His brother y, 21 „ 



Nabupalsar . „ 20 ,, 

Nabupalsar is here clearly the same as Nabopalassar, 
who was therefore not only king of Babylon, but also 
reigned at Nineveh. Polyhistor means to imply that the 
kingdoms of Babylon and Nineveh, which we know were 
united during the reigns of Sennacherib and Esarhaddon, 
still continued under one king, in the reign of Nabopa- 
lassar, which there is no reason to doubt, and every rea- 
son to believe.* Nabopalassar, then king of Nineveh, in 

* Sennacherib conquered Babylon, Esarhaddon reigned at Babylon, his 
successor, called king of Assyria, carried Manasseh to Babylon, and Nebu- 
chodonosor, a Babylonish title, reigned at Nineveh. 

c 
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the time of whose reign Phraortes was slain^ was the 
same as Nebuchodonosor, king of Nineveh, who slew 
Phraortes, or Arphaxad. 

It must always be borne in mind that the reign 
of Nabopalassar is a fixed period in chronology, the 
Babylonian astronomers having recorded an eclipse 
in his fifth year, which we know firom computation 
fell in B.C. 621. His thirteenth year therefore was 
B.C. 613. If, then, it is true that Phraortes was slain 
in his twelfth year, the reign of Cyaxares must have 
begun in B.C. 613 ; and, allowing forty years for its 
continuance, must have ended in B.C. 574, not in B.C. 595, 
where it is usually placed. 

Secondly, let us identify this Nabopalassar with Sar- 
danapalus, the last king of the Assyrian dynasty in 
Nineveh. 

When I speak of Sardanapalus, I mean that king of 
Nineveh who sat last upon the throne of Assyria, before 
the barbarian hordes of Scythia took possession of Nine- 
veh, and gained the empire of Asia, as we are told, for 
twenty-eight years. Sardanapalus certainly was not a 
Scythian; the title is Assyrian, as we know from the 
monuments. He ceased therefore to reign at least twenty- 
eight years before the final destruction of the city, which 
happened at the time of the expulsion of the Scythians. 
(Herod, i 106.) Now we cannot interpose a reign even of 
moderate length, between the last year of Nabopolassar at 
Nineveh, B.C. 606, and the beginning of the twenty-eight 
years of Scythian rule, without bringing down the date 
of the final destruction of the city below what any one 
woidd contend for. Sardanapalus, therefore, did not reign 
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later than B.C. 606, or after Nabopalassar ; and since he 
was the last of his dynasty, he could not have reigned 
before him; Sardanapalus therefore was Nabopalassar.* 

This identification is confirmed by comparing the two 
lists of the later Assyrian kings, given in the next chap- 
ter, from Polyhistor and Abydenus. We there see that 
the fourth king from the Senecherim of Polyhistor is 
Nabupalsar, or Nabopalassar. The fourth king fi:om the 
Senecherib of Abydenus is Sardanapalus.*f- 

Polyhistor also speaks of Nabuchodrossor, who reigned 
forty-three years, as son of Sardanapalus. Now we know 
that Nebuchadnezzar, who reigned forty-three years, was 
son of Nabopalassar. 

Sardanapalus^ therefore, was Nabopalassar. 

These preliminary points being thus settled, we shall 
find no difficulty in fixing the date of the final destruc- 
tion of Nineveh, by following the simple narrative of 
Herodotus, who writes thus. Speaking of Phraortes, 
king of Media, he writes,— 

" He came at length to the Assyrians, and proceeded 
to attack that part of them which occupied NineveL 
Hitherto the Assyrians had possessed the empire of Asia. 
Now they were deprived of their allies, who had sepa- 
rated fi:om them ; they were still, however, prosperous 
within their own territory. Phraortes having headed an 
expedition against them, in the twenty-second year of 
his reign, perished, together with the greater part of his 
army." (Herod, i. 102.) 

* We may conceive the name of this monarch to have been simply Pul, 

or Pal ; that in Babylon the name of the Babylonian god Nebo, was afi&xed, 

making Nabo, Pal, the Assyrian ; and that in Assyria he was styled the 

Assyrian Adan-Pal,=aAssur-adan-pal, or Sardanapalus. 

t See p. 41. 

c2 
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Here we have a description of the state of the Assyrian 
empire, in remarkable agreement with that contained in 
the book of Judith, in the time of Nabuchodonosor, or 
Sardanapalus. Owing probably to habits of luxury and 
effeminacy, Nabuchodonosor in his twelfth year, B.C. 614, 
had lost his influence over his allies, so that when they 
were summoned to supply contingents for the war against 
the Medes, "they made light, of the commandment,'' — 
"neither went they with him to the battle'' (Judith i 11). 
"His aUies," as Herodotus says, "had separated from 
him." Nabuchodonosor, however, "marched in battle 
array" against the enemy, and "prevailed in his battle," 
and smote Phraortes, whose last year therefore was 
B.C. 614. The Assyrian king then relapsed into luxury, 
and "took his ease, and banqueted, both he and his 
army, an hundred and twenty days," quite in con- 
formity with the character of Sardanapalus. 

"Phraortes being dead, he was succeeded by his son 
Cyaxares, grandson of Deioces. This is the king who 
waa carrying on war with the Lydians, when day became 
night, in the midst of one of their battles. Having col- 
lected all his forces, he marched against Nineveh, intent 
upon revenging his father's death, and also upon destroy- 
ing the city. He conquered the Assyrians in battle, but 
while besieging Nineveh, a large army of Scythians, 
under the command of Madyes, son of Protothyes, came 
upon him. The Medes having been conquered in battle 
by the Scythians, lost the empire of Asia." (Herod, i. 
108, 104.) 

Cyaxares then came to the throne, in RC. 613, being 
the king in whose reign the eclipse of B.C 686 happened. 
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and did not die, tberefca^, as is Buppoeed, in ac. S95. 
He conquered Nabuchodouosor, or Sardanapalus, whose 
twentieth or last year in Nineveh waa B.C. 606, and in 
the same year Nineveh and the Assyrian empire fell 
into the hands of the Scythians. " The Scythians," 
says Herodotus, "held the empire of Asia for twenty- 
eight years, and then lost aU by licentiousness and 
neglect. Cyazares ajid the Medes having invited them 
(that is, their leaders) to a banquet, slew the greater 
part of them while in a state of intoxication. Thus the 
Medes recovered the empire and all that they were 
before masters of, and then took the city of Nineveh." 
{Herod, i. 106.) 

Thus Cyaxares reconquered Nineveh twenty-eight years 
afber it fell into the hands of the Scythians, that is in the 
year aa 579- 

At this critical point Herodotus iails us, with a pro- 
mise at some future part of his history to describe the 
particulars of the eeige and capture of Nineveh, a pro- 
mise not performed ; fortunately, however, the Chaldsean 
book of Tobit, and fragmenta of Chaldfean history from 
Polyhistor and Abydenus, pick up the thread of the nar- 
rative at this particular point. 

We are told by the author of the book of Tobit, that 
Tobias, who died at Ecbatana in Media, heard before his 
death of the destruction of Nineveh by Nebuchodonosor 
and Assuerus. (Tobit xiv. 15.) This Assuerus undoubt- 
edly is the Cyaxares of Herodotus ; and we learn from 
this passage, and from this passage only, that Cyaxares 
having allied himself with his former enemy Nebuchodo- 
nosor, or Sardajiapalus, the two kings proceeded together 
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to destroy Nineveh. Herodotus speaks only of Cyaxares 
as the destroyer of the city. Polyhistor and Abydenus 
tell us that it was Nabopalassar who destroyed it, which 
appears like contradiction. The book of Tobit clears up 
the difficulty by \uiiting the two kings in this expedition. 
Let us observe how remarkably the Chaldsean authorities 
support each other, and also support what we have col- 
lected from Herodotus. Eusebius, quoting Polyhistor, 
writes, " Nabopalassar, whom Polyhistor calls Sajrdana- 
pallus, sent to Astyages, the satrap of Media, and de- 
manded his daughter, Amultes, in marriage for his son 
Nebuchodonosor. He was the commander of the army 
of Saracus king of the Chaldaeans, and having been sent 
upon some expedition, turned his arms against Saracus,. 
and marched against the city of Ninus (Nineveh). But 
Saracus confounded by his advance set fire to his palace 
and burnt himself in it.'' * 

Again, Abydenus writes, " After him (Sardanapallus) 
Saracus reigned over the Assyrians, and when he was 
informed that a very great multitude of barbarians had 
come up from the sea to attack him, he sent Busalossorus 
(Na — Busalossor, or Nabopalassar), as his general, in haste 
to Babylon. But he having with a treasonable design 
obtained Amuhea, the daughter of Astyages, the prince 
of the Medes, to be affianced to his son Nabuchodrossor, 
marched straightway to surprise the city of Ninus, that 
is, Nineveh. But when Saracus, the king, was apprised 
of all these proceedings, he burnt the royal palace, and 
Nabuchodrossor succeeded to the empire, and surrounded 
Babylon with a strong wall."-f- 

* Coiy's "Fi-agments," p. 59, f Ibid. p. 64. 
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From the book of Tobit, then, we must infer, that an 
interval elapsed between the last year that Nabuchodo- 
nosor " reigned at Nineveh,"' and the time when we find 
him engaged with Cyaxares in the destruction of that 
city. From Polyhistor and Abydenus we collect that 
there actually was an interval, during which, or part of 
which, Saracus was on the throne ; and from Herodotus 
we have seen that the interval was neither more nor less 
than twenty-eight years, during which the empire was 
occupied, by the Scythians, beginning, as we have before 
observed, in the year RC. 606, and ending with the fell 
of Nineveh in RC. 579. 

Thus, by means of two fixed dates, viz., the eclipse 
of Thales, and the reign of Nabopalassar also fixed by an 
eclipse, we have been enabled to put together, in one 
continuous narrative, the histories of Judith, Tobit, Hero- 
dotus, Polyhistor and Abydenus, without contradiction 
or forcing of any passage ; and to arrive at a definite 
conclusion as to the date of the fall of Nineveh, that 
fundamental date, as Dr. Hales describes it, for deter' 
mining the true adjustment of sacred and profene chro- 
nology. Many, I have no doubt, will be disposed to 
reply, that Judith and Tobit are apocryphal books, and 
therefore of no authority; — that Herodotus must be 
mistaken; that Polyhifitor and Abydenus are in error. 
With such persons it is difficult to argue. All I at pre- 
sent ask of them to admit is, that, reading these autho- 
rities as they are written, they lead to the result I have 
pointed out. They will find that there is nothing which 
contradicts it. 

Before, however, we proceed fiirther, 1 will dismiss as 
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briefly as possible, three objections, which may reasonably 
be raised against the conclusion that Nineveh fell in 

the year B.c. 579. 

» 

1st. Polyhistor and Abydenus speak of Astyages as 
prince or satrap of Media, at the time of the fall of 
Nineveh. Whereas Astyages, according to the above 
reasoning, did not begin to reign till the year RC. 573. 

2nd. Ctesias and Diodorus tell us, that Sardanapalus 
was the last king of Nineveh, and burnt himself in his 
palace; therefore, the city was destroyed in the year 
B c. 606., not in B.c. 579. 

3rd. The canon of Ptolemy places the accession of 
Nabokolassar, or Nebuchadnezzar, who reigned almost 
immediately after the destruction of Nineveh, in the year 
B.C. 604, not as I place the reign, in B.C. 578. 

To the first of these objections, I reply, that nothing 
is more probable, than that Cyaxares, now growing old 
at the time of his proceeding to attack the Assyrians 
and to annex the kingdom of Nineveh to his dominions, 
should have placed his son Astyages, as prince or satrap 
over Media. It will be observed that he is not styled 
king, but satrap, by the historians. I see, therefore, no 
contradiction under this head. 

With regard to the second difficulty, I reply, though 
Ctesias and Diodorus are correct in stating that the 
Assyrian empire ceased with Sardanapalus, and also that 
the last king of Nineveh sacrificed himself by setting 
fire to his own palace, they are incorrect in stating 
that Sardanapalus was that last king. In addition to 
the authorities we have already quoted, to shew that 
Scythian princes must have reigned after Sardanapalus 
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in Nineveh, we have Caator the Rhodian, who speaks of 
Ninus after Sardanapaltis, probably, however, mistaking 
the name of the city for that of the king. And Clei- 
tarehus expressly records, " in his fourth book of the life 
of Alexander, that Sardanapalus died of old age after 
having lost the empire of Syria " (Assyria).* He is also 
said to have been buried at Anchiale, a city bmlt by 
himself, not £a.r from Tarsus, and near which place we 
trace him at the time of the eclipse of B.c. 585, with the 
army of Cyaxares, under the title Labynetus, or Naby- 
netus, so that he could not have burnt himself in his 
palace. Ctesias, though of high authority in Persian 
history, seems to have been ill informed on Assyrian 
matters ; and his list of Assyrian kings receives no con- 
firmation as yet from the monuments. Diodorus seems 
to have followed him, but their joint authority is of no 
weight in opposition to those which I have relied upon. 

The third objection is of more importance, since the 
Canon of Ptolemy has always been looked upon as of 
very great weight and authority. 

The compiler of the Canon supposes Nabopalassar to 
have died in the twenty-first year of his reign b c. 605, 
and following probably the undoubted authority of Be- 
rosus, contained in an extract fi-om his history preserved 
by Josephus, which states that his son Nebuchadnezzar 
succeeded to the throne immediately after his father's 
death, has placed the first year of Nebuchadnezzar or 
Nabokolassar in the year RC. 604 But this is clearly 
an error in the Canon arising from a misapprehension of 
Berosus, whose history, I doubt not, was lost when the 

* AthenseuSy L. ziL p. 529. 
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Canon was compiled in its present form — for the arrange- 
ment is in fact in direct opposition to the authority of 
Berosus. What we read in Polyhistor is in fact what 
was written by Berosus, as will be shewn in the next 
chapter, and we have alceady seen from Polyhistor, sup- 
ported by Abydenus, that when Nabopalassar obtained a 
Median princess for his son Nebuchadnezzar, just before 
the fall of Nineveh, he was no longer himself in inde- 
pendence on the throne, for he is distinctly represented 
as a vassal of the king of Nineveh, being merely called 
general or commander of his army. Nabopalassar, there- 
fore, did not die in B.C. 605, but some interval must have 
elapsed between his twenty-first, or last, year on the 
throne of Nineveh, and the time of his son's marriage 
and subsequent accession to the throne of Babjdon. But 
if we allow of any interval whatever, between the twenty- 
first of Nabopolassar and first of his son, the authority of 
the Canon at this point is at an end. 

It would lead to too great a digression to discuss here 
the question of the date of the compilation of Ptolemy's 
Canon of Chaldsean kings : I will merely observe, that it 
could not have been known in its present form in the 
time of Berosus. If it had been so, Demetrius, who is no 
obscure writer, but ranked by Josephus with Philo and 
Eupolemus, and who wrote not long after Berosus him- 
self, would not have placed the first year of Nebuchad- 
nezzar exactly twenty-eight years lower than it now 
appears in the Canon. Nor, if the reign of Nebuchad- 
nezzar had always held the same fixed position as now, 
in the era of Nabonassar, could the most learned Cle- 
mens of Alexandria have ventured to place it eight years 
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lower than its present position. Nor could Africanus, 
Eusebius, and Syncellus have ventured to place it where 
they please. The reigns of Mardooempadus, Nabopa- 
lassar, Cambyses, and Darius, which are marked by 
eclipses recorded in those reigns, must ever be immove- 
able ; but where no eclipse is recorded, the reigns have 
been subject to alteration 

The reign of Nebuchadnezzar must ever be regulated 
by the date of the eclipse of Thales, after which event 
he began to reign — ^for Nineveh was taken after the 
eclipse : and Nebuchadnezzar began to reign soon after 
the fall of that city. This I consider to be a fundamental 
point in sacred chronology. 

The fall of Nineveh we have found to have occurred 
only six years after the eclipse, that is in RC. 679. The 
first of Nebuchadnezzar we place seven years after, that 
is in RC. 578. So that there is little room left for altera- 
tion of either date. But as the reign of Nebuchadnezzar 
now stands in the received chronology,* the eclipse of 
Thales marks the third year after the destruction of 
Jerusalem. So that the fall of Nineveh, if this be cor- 
rect, would have taken place aft;er the fall of Jerusalem, 
and the war between the Lydians and Medes must 
have been raging during the time of the seige of Jeru- 
salem, and during the plenitude of the power of Babylon 
All which no one would be hardy enough to maintain. 
I have no hesitation therefore in saying that the position 
of Nabokolassar, or Nebuchadnezzar, in the Canon must 
be incorrect. 

Since the foregoing was written, an attempt has been 

• See Blair's Tables. 
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made to shake the foundation of all that has been above 
argued, by denying the conclusion that the eclipse of 
Thales took place in the year RC. 585. The argument 
runs thus : — The battle of Salamis was fought in the sixth 
or seventh year of Xerxes, B.C. 480. — ^Fifty years inter- 
vened between the battle of Salamis and the death of 
Cyrus, who, therefore, died B.C. 530. — Cyrus reigned 
twenty-nine years after Astyages, and Astyages reigned 
thirty-five years, together sixty-four years. Cyaxares 
therefore, the predecessor of Astyages, died dr. B.C. 594. 
" Hence if Cyaxares (in whose reign the eclipse of Thales 
closed the Lydo-Median war) died dr. 594, it follows, that 
the eclipse in question could not have occurred so late as 
B.C. 685."* 

The strength, or weakness, of this argument turns upon 
the question, whether Herodotus was correct in stating 
that the twenty-nine years of Cyrus were wholly subse- 
quent to the thirty-five years of Astyages. The answer is 
simple. When an author has put forth two inconsistent 
statements, concerning one of which he expresses doubt, 
it is unsound criticism to accept the doubtful statement, 
with a view to displace that concerning which no doubt 
is expressed, particularly when that which has to be dis- 
placed is of the stubborn nature of an astronomical fact. 
Now Herodotus has most candidly told us, and with his 
usual scrupulous desire to adhere to the truth, that what 
he relates concerning Cyrus was not generally received as 
certain in his days. He writes (L. i. 95), " I shall follow 
the authority of those Persians who seem more influenced 
by a regard to truth than any partiality to Cyrus ; not 

♦ "Journal of Sacred Literature," by Dr. Kitto, April 1863, p. 27. 
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ignorant, however, that there are three other narratives 
of this monarch ;" and again, after relating the death of 
Cyrus (L. i. 214), " This account of the end of Cyrus seems 
to me most consistent with probability, although there 
are many other and differ&nt relations/' 

It is surprising, therefore, that any one should gravely 
attempt to build an argument on the frail foundation 
of Herodotus' account of Cyrus, and to take a statement 
so hesitatingly and guardedly worded, as a fulcrum by 
which to displace an astronomical fact. But it is yet 
more surprising, when we consider that Herodotus has 
been set right, or at any rate contradicted, by two later 
historians, in this particular part of his Persian history. 
For Ctesias, who resided in the court of Persia, and 
had access to the historical records of that nation, which 
we know were preserved, tells us that Herodotus was 
mistaken in supposing that Cyrus, who conquered Ab- 
tyages, was his grandson. He says there was no aflSnity 
between them, and that in fact Cyrus was bom one gene- 
ration earlier; and that after he had conquered Astyages, 
he married his daughter ; and also that Astyages was 
magnificently buried by Cyrus, which does not agree well 
with his deposition' from the throne. Xenophon tells 
us that Cyaxares succeeded Astyages when Cyrus was 
but a young man. Admitting, therefore, the inaccuracy 
of Herodotus in this particular, there seems no great 
difficulty in supposing, if necessary, that Cyrus, the son- 
in-law of Astyages, may have commenced his twenty- 
nine years reign in Persia, as descendant of Achsemenes, 
before he conquered Astyages. And this is the whole 
question. The grandson of Astyages, who conquered 
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Babylon, would appear to have been quite a different 
person, and of a later date. For Xenophon, after careful 
inquiry, relates, that when Cyrus, the grandson, con- 
quered Babylon, Cambyses, his father, was still on the 
throne of Persia, and Cyrus himself not yet a king. So 
that the whole narrative of Herodotus concerning Cyrus 
was anciently considered a matter of doubt: how then 
can this most imsettled point in history be made use of to 
confute what astronomers have declared to be established 
" beyond the possibility of a doubt V 

On the one hand, Herodotus, without hesitation and 
in the most -circumstantial manner, records one of the 
most remarkable events in ancient history, viz., the ceas- 
ing of a great battle between the Medes and Lydians, 
during the total darkness of an eclipse ; which astrono- 
mers, in agreement with ancient history, say could have 
taken place only on one particular day within the range 
of fifty years. On the other hand, Herodotus says, I 
believe that Cyrus began to reign after the deposition of 
Astyages, though there are several other accounts, and 
two other historians contradict his statement. I leave 
the rea46r to determine, which of these statements 
affords the surest foundation for a sound chronological 
system. 
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CHAPTER III. 

THE REiaN OF SENNACHERIB. 

In the preceding chapter I have fixed the date of the 
final destruction of Nineveh to the year B.c. 579, and the 
first year of Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon, to the 
year rc. 678, arguing chiefly fi:om Herodotus and the 
date of the eclipse of Thales. 

I now propose to shew that the chronology resulting 
fi'om these fundamental dates is precisely that which was 
adopted in that learned age of literature which followed the 
the conquest of Asia by Alexander the Great — that is to 
nearly six hundred years before Eusebius wrote, on whose 
authority subsequent chronologists have so much relied. 

" It is one of the remarkable peculiarities of literature,"' 
writes Niebuhr, "that after the Macedonian conquests, 
the barbarous nations of Asia and Egypt were seized 
with a zeal to make their annals known to the Greeks — 
for historical works were composed, almost simultani- 
ously, by Berosus at Babylon, Menander at Tyre, and by 
Manetho in Egypt."* The successors of Alexander we 
know cultivated learning in all its branches. If the zeal 
of the conquered was great to display their records, the 
zeal of the conquerors was not less to obtain a knowledge 
of what they could impart Manetho was requested by 
Ptolemy Philadelphus to interpret the Hieroglyphic 

* " Lectures on Ant. Hiai" vol. i. p. 18. 
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records of Egypt ; learned Jews were employed for the 
first time to interpret the Hebrew Scriptures into .Greek ; 
the Phoenician records were translated by Menander ; 
history, mathematics, and chronology, were deeply stu- 
died, producing the great names of Euclid and Eratos- 
thenes ; the celebrated Parian Chronicle was compiled in 
the reign of Philadelphus ; and the work of Eratosthenes 
on chronology, which is unfortunately lost, was produced 
in the following reign. In the great library of Alexan- 
dria was collected all that was then known of the histo- 
ries of Assyria and Babylon. Then, if ever, the true 
chronology of those nations was known; for the national 
records of each country were in existence, and the object 
of research to most skilfiil and competent men. If, then, 
we could discover with reasonable certainty what was 
the chronology of those nations then entertained, and, as 
we have every reason to believe, reduced into tables by 
the Greeks, we should undoubtedly be far nearer the 
truth, than by adopting the systems of authors who wrote 
after the Christian iEra, in an age of comparative dark- 
ness. 

Now, I shall be able to shew, that there are remains 
of Assyrian, Babylonian, Tynan, Jewish, and Egyptian 
chronology, written in that learned age, bearing upon 
the latter days of the Assjnrian empire, all supporting 
each other, and confirming in the most remarkable man- 
ner, even to a single year, the chronology which I have 
deduced fi:om Herodotus and the eclipse of Thales. 

To verify this assertion, I shall not examine these 
authorities with reference to the date of the fall of 
Nineveh, to which some of them do not refer : but shall 
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take the third year of Sennacherib, king of Nineveh, as 
a more convenient point Because we know, from Assy- 
rian monuments, that the third year of Sennacherib was 
that in which he came against Jerusalem, that is to say, 
it was the fourteenth year of HezekiaL And, since the 
fourteenth year of Hezekiah in Scripture is exactly 111 
years before the fourth year of Jehoiakim, king of Judah, 
which fourth of Jehoiakim* we know was the first year 
of Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon, the third year 
of Sennacherib must also have been exactly 111 years 
before the first of Nebuchadnezzar. If the reasoning, 
therefore, in the previous chapter is correct, which places 
the first year of the Babylonish king in B.C. 578, the year 
fixed by the several authorities I am about to examine, 
as that of the third of Sennacherib, should be found to 
be the year b.c. 689-8. 

We learn from the same precious relick of Ass3nian 
history, which synchronizes the fourteenth of Hezekiah 
with the third of Sennacherib, that the last year of llu- 
Iseus, king of Sidon and Tyre, fell also in the same year. 
From Herodotus, who also speaks of Sennacherib's expe- 
dition against Egypt, in this same year, we leym that 
Sethos was then king of Egypt. And from Scripture 
we know that Tirhakah, or Tarcos of Manetho, ca^e in 
the same year from Ethiopia to oppose Sennacherib ; 
and that Merodach Baladan, the son of Baladan, king 
of Babylon, was soon after on the throne of that pro- 
vince. So that Assyrian, Babylonian, Tyrian, Jewish, and 
Egyptian history, all come in contact with each other in 
this particular year, the date of which we now proceed to 
shew was B.c. 689-8. 

* Jeremiah xxv. I. p 
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I. First, then, let us take the testimony of Berosus, an 
author of the highest authority, a priest of Babylon, a 
very truthful writer, highly esteemed both in his own 
country, and even at Athens, where a statue was erected 
to him, and always referred to by subsequent authors on 
the subject of Assyrian and Babylonian history. His 
work was composed about the year rc. 268, and had 
been lost probably before the second century after 
Christ. Fortunately, however, sufficient extracts had 
been made by Polyhistor from his work, and have come 
down to us, bearing upon the very point we wish to 
determine. Alexander, the Polyhistor, wrote a universal 
history, about 100 RC, and on Assyrian matters copied 
Berosus. Eusebius is very distinct upon this point. He 
writes, " From the time of Xisuthrus and the deluge to~ 
that at which the Medes took possession of Babylon, 
there were altogether eighty-six kings. Polyhistor 
enumerates and mentions each of them by name, from 
the volume of Berosus.""* This is one of the passages 
recovered through the Armenian version of Eusebius, 
frx)m which we learn that the list of Assyrian kings, 
from Sinecherim, or Sennacherib, to Nabupalsar, given 
in the last chapter from Polyhistor, is in fact the list 
which was contained in the work of Berosus. By refer- 
ence to that list, we find, that there were eighty-eight 
years between the first year of Sennacherib and the 
twentieth of Nabupalsar, or Nabopalassar. And since 
the twentieth of Nabopalassar is a fixed date, viz., 
RC. 606-6, the first year of Sennacherib, according to 
Berosus, was RC. 692-1, making his third year rc. 690-89, 

* Cory's "Fragments," p. 60. 
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that is to say, one year higher than what I suppose to 
have been the true date. Allowing, however, only seven- 
teen whole years, or eighteen current, to Sennacherib, 
his third year would be B.C. 689-^. 

Sennacherib began his warlike expeditions probably 
in aa 692. But I venture to assume, that acceding to 
the custom of dating every reign from the first month 
of the year following the accession, the first year of 
his reign in the Assyrian annals would be the year 
&c. 991-90, making his third year B.a 689-^. I make 
this correction with the more confidence, because we 
know from Scripture that it was the Sabbatical year 
in which Sennacherib threatened Jerusalem, because 
Isaiah says (xxxviL 30), '^Ye shall eat this year such 
a8 groweth of itself" implying a year when the land 
was not sown ; and we shall presently see that the 
year B.C. 689-8 is one in the regular series of sabbatical 
years. 

II. The next testimony is that of Demetrius, a learned 
Jew, who, as the custom then was, had taken a Greek 
name. He wrote in the reign of Ptolemy PhUopator, 
about forty or fifty years after Berosus, and not many 
years after the great chronologist Eratosthenes, with the 
writiDgs of both of whom we may conclude he was well 
acquainted Demetrius is spoken of by Josephus, Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus, St. Jerome and Eusebius, from whom 
we learn that he was a Jewish writer of no mean repute. 
Scarcely any thing remains of his work, but what we 
have is most valuable, from the extreme accuracy of the 
dates. The extract to which I refer is found in Clemens 
Alexandrinus, and again most fortunately gives us tlie 
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very date we are in search of. The passage is so remark- 
able, that I will transcribe that portion of it which ap- 
plies. It is thus given by Clemens. " Demetrius says, 
in his work concerning the kings of Judaea, that the 
tribes of Benjamin and Levi were not carried into cap- 
tivity by Senacherim; but that from this captivity to 
the last captivity from Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar, 
was a period of 128 years and 6 month& And that from 
the time when the ten tribes were made captive from 
Samaria (i, e,, in the reign of Shalmanezer) to the reign 
of the fourth Ptolemy (Philopator) was 400* and 73 years 
and 9 months. And from the carrying away from Jeru* 
salem, 338 years and 3 months.'" -f- 

Ptolemy Philopator came to the throne of Egypt in 
November, B.a 222. Counting, therefore, 338 years and 
3 months from that date, brings us to August, B.C. 560, 
for the destruction of Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar ; 
and adding, according to Demetrius, 128 years and 6 
months, again to that date, to bring us to the time of 
the invasion of Sennacherib, we arrive at February, 
B.C. 688, or the latter part of the third year of Sennache* 
rib, RC. 689-8. 

Demetrius and Berosus, therefore, have arrived at the 
same point, the one counting to the time of the captivity 
of the Jews under Sennacherib, not naming the year of 
that king's reign, the other without reference to the cap- 
tivity, giving the precise date of the year of the Assy- 

• In the original the word is TTCvraicoo-ia, five hundred, instead of 
rerpaJcoa-LO, four hundred. The emendation required is so obvious from 
the context, that it needs no comment. 

f Clemens. Alex : Strom, i 
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rian king in which we now know that the event took, 
place. Either, they calculated from independent data 
the one from Jewish, the other from Assyrian, which I 
believe to be the fiEUjt, which would be conclusive as to 
the correctness of their inference ; or, they have both 
assumed the same date, as being that which was currently 
received in their days as that of the third year of Sen- 
nacherib, which is all that at present I contend for. 

III. The canon of Ptolemy, as I have before observed, 
has always been considered of very great weight and 
authority. Syncellus in speaking of it, says, " The Chal- 
dsean astronomers, and Qreek mathematicians made use 
of it in the scientific drawing of their horoscopes, as is 
attested by the most learned Ptolemy ;" and Mr. Dod- 
weU, who had studied the subject, was of opinion that 
the earliest version of the Canon was made by Berosus 
himself It has not come down to us, however, I am 
satisfied, quite as it was first written, as regards the 
reign of Nebuchadnezzar ; but those reigns which are 
dependent on eclipses observed at Babylon, are of course 
immovably fixed, and I see no reason for altering any reign 
before Nabopalassar. Now, by taking the reign of Asara- 
dinus, as placed in the most approved copy of the Canon, 
which, though not itself fixed by any eclipse, stands 
third before the fixed reign of Nabopalassar, we shall 
find another confirmation of the date we have fixed upon 
for the third year of Sennacherib. This Asaradinus of 
the Canon is no other than the Esarhaddon of Scripture, 
the son of Sennacherib ; for his last year on the throne 
of Babylon is, according to this authority, B.O. flfJH 7, 
which is the very year in which the son of Hitii*()Wirr( 
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ceased to reign at Nineveb, aooording to Polyhistor. He 
was placed on the throne of Babylon during his father's 
life, as Polyhistor informs us elsewhere, and reigned there 
thirteen years ; but counting eight years for his reign 
in Nineveh, after eighteen years reign of Sennacherib, 
we are led to the same year as before for the first of 
Sennacherib, subject to the same rectification, which 
brings the third year of Sennacherib to B.a 689-8. 

lY. We next come to the important annals of the 
kings of Tyre. These annals are spoken of by Josephus* 
as haying been open to the public : that is, they were 
engraved, probably, on marble, and set up in some pub- 
lic part of the dty. They were transcribed by Menander 
firom the Phoenician language into Greek, about the time 
when Berosus and Manetho wrote ; and with Menander's 
Greek translation before him, Josephus writes, " There- 
in it was recorded that the temple was built by King 
Solomon at Jerusalem, 143 years and 8 months before 
the Tyrians built Carthaga^' What, then, is the date 
of the building of Carthage ? Polybius, who is one of 
the most scrupulous and truthful of ancient historians, 
was living at the time of the &11 of Carthage, and he 
says that Carthage was destroyed after having existed 
for 700 yearaf The epitomiser of livy gives the same 
number of years : Orosius^ the same ; and Solinus, as 
read by Scaliger,§ the same. 

Carthage was destroyed in the year B.O. 146. It was 
built, therefore, according to these authorities, in the 

* Coa : Apiou, L 17. t Appiani Punica. viii 182. 

t Orosius, iv. 23. 

§ Soaliger de. emend : temp : noise in fragmenta. 
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year B.C. 846. And if, dropping the eight months, we 
add 143 years to that date, we come to the year B.a 989 
for the building of the temple of Solomon, that is, to the 
fourth year of Solomon. But if we know the fourth 
year of Solomon, we also know the fourteenth of Heze- 
kiah, for there were exactly 300 years between the dates. 
The fourteenth of Hezekiah, or third of Sennacherib was, 
therefore, as we have seen before, B.a 689-8. 

Niebuhr* proposes to place the building of the temple 
of Solomon even lower than 989. He would bring the 
date down to B.O. 956, or 180 years before the first 
Olympiad, by which the reigns of all the kings of Judah 
would be lowered far more considerably than they can 
possibly bear. He makes his calculation by adding 143 
years to the date of the foundation of the dty of Car- 
thage, which he places in the year B.C. 813, and con- 
siders that date to be as historically certain as the date 
of the building of Boston or New York. Now, Niebuhr 
is probably right as to the date of the actual foundation 
of the dty of Carthage. But he is incorrect in his in- 
ference. The 143 years of the Tyrian annals, are not to 
be counted firom the actual foundation of the city, but 
from the time when the sister of Pygmalion fled from 
Tyre, with the intention of founding a dty in Africa. 
Carthage was not built immediately on the arrival of 
Dido in Africa. Strabo tells us that the Island of Ko- 
thon, off the coast, was first occupied and fortified 
against the hostile Africans, who opposed her IflJidmg 
on the main shore. 

Justin,-f- from Trogus, tells us, that a piece of land as 

* "Lectures on Ant Hist.," voLiiL p. 159. f L. xviii. 6. 
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much as an OX hide might cover, was first purchased 
on the coast, a tradition which marks the difficulty in 
gaining her first footing in Afirica. A citadel, called 
Byrsa, was then, built. The people from the neighbour- 
ing places flocked there for the purpose of traffic, till 
at length it assumed the appearance of a small state. 
Ambassadors were sent from Utica another colony 
firom Tyre : and the Africans becoming desirous of re- 
taining the strangers, with the consent of all, Car- 
thage was at length built. Thus a considerable interval 
must have elapsed between the landing of Dido and 
the building of the city. Polybius, livy, Solinus, and 
Orosius speak therefore of the very origin of Car- 
thage as a Tyrian settlement, at the time of the first 
landing. Niebuhr's date is that of the foundation of the 
city itself 

y. Again, from these same Tyrian annals, Josephus, in 
another place,* tells us, that one of the kings of Tyre, 
who was contemporary with Shalmanezer, reigned thirty- 
six years. His name was Elulseus. This is the same 
king that Colonel Bawlinson finds mentioned under the 
title Lulyia, in the annals of Sennacherib, found amongst 
the monuments at Nineveh. Sennacherib records that 
he conquered him in his own third year. Now in the 
Canon of Ptolemy we find a king called Ilukeus on the 
throne of Babylon, who began to reign in the year 
B.C 726 : and this king has always been supposed to be 
the same as the king of Tyre. Counting then thirty- 
six whole years beginning in 726-5, we come to the 
year 691-90, and if we place the conquest of Iluteus in 

* Ant. ix. 14. 
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the following year, we again bring the third year of 
Sennacherib to B.C. 689. 

VI. I must not omit the testimony of Abydenus as 
a writer on Assyrian history, though he adds nothing 
in precision to the conclusion drawn from the foregoing 
authorities. What he says, however, is oonjSrmatory. It 
is uncertain when Abydenus lived ; but it matters not 
to our purpose. For his account of Nebuchadnezzar was 
-written with the history of Megasthenes in his hands, 
and it is not unreasonable to assume that he takes his 
&cts concerning the kings of Assyria in general from 
Megasthenes, who wrote about eighty years before Be- 
rosus. Now Abydenus and Megasthenes have given 
titles to the Aasyriaa kings, differing in orthography 
from those recorded by Polyhistor and Berosus, and 
there has been much looseness in copying the names, 
either on their part, or that of their transcribera They 
agree, however, in giving exactly the same number of 
reigns, between Sennacherib and Nebuchadnezzar. Thus: 





BABYLON. 




NINEVEH* 


B.G. 


Canon of Ptolemy. 


Polyhistor. 


Abydenus. 






yrs. 


yre. 
Seneebexim 18 


Senecberib . 


680 


Aaandinus. 


13 


HisBonCEsarbaddon) 8 


Nergilus (Nergal) 


m 


Saosduchinus 


20 


Sanunnghes 21 


Adrammeles 


647 


KiniladinuB 


22 


His brother 21 


Axerdis his brother 


625 


Nabopalaasar 


21 


Nabupalaar or Sarda- 

napaloB . . 21 
Saracus 
Sardanapalns and his 


Sardanapalns 

Saraocus 
Bosalassoros and his 


604 


Nabokolasaar . 


48 


son Nebuohodono- 
sor. 


son Nebuohodros- 
sor. 



The two lists of the kings of Nineveh are nearly iden- 
tical, and if we may fix the dates of the list of Abydenus 
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by means of the Canon of Ptolemy, which I have added 
for the purpose, we might reasonably infer that Aby- 
denns took the same view of the chronology of these 
reigns, as Folyhistor. I submit that there is a further 
reason for thinking that he did so firom another passage 
from this author. 

Eusebius refers to a list of the kings of Nineveh as 
given by Abydenus, from Ninus to Sardanapalus, and 
says that Abydenus counts sixty-seven years from the 
end of the reign of the last king to the first Olympiad.* 
Both Niebuhr and Mr. Clinton have inferred from this 
passage, that Abydenus placed the end of the Assyrian 
empire in the year ac. 843, that is, sixty-seven years 
before RC 776 ; and Mr. Clinton observes that he diflfers 
from himself in this and the previous passage, to the 
extent of two himdred years, "f* 

I cannot, however, bring myself to believe that any 
historian of the most ordinary pretensions could so far 
contradict himself On the other hand, nothing is more 
common than an error in transcribing figures. It is 
more reasonable, therefore, to suppose that Abydenus 
wrote 167, not 67 years, from the fell of Sardanapalus 
to the first Olympiad, than that he should have so far 
contradicted himself Now coimting 167 years down- 
wards from the first Olympiad, B.C. 776, would bring us 
to the year rc. 608 for the fall of Sardanapalus, which 
is only two years earlier than the date collected from 
Polyhistor. Be this, however, as it may, the lists of 
Polyhistor, Abydenus, and the Canon of Ptolemy are 
in perfect harmony one with the other, excepting only 

• EuBeb. ChroiL L 12. p. 86. f Fasti HeUenici, voL I p. 273. 



THE REIGN OF SENNACHERIB. 43 

as regards the date of the reign of Nabokolassar, in the 
Canon, which I have shewn before to be incorrect ; and 
whether right or wrong in their chronology, they all 
concurred in placing the reigns of Sennacherib and Esar- 
haddon at the same datea 

And now let me contrast this simple and consistent 
chronological arrangement of the Canon with the Arme- 
nian fragments of Polyhistor and Abydenus, to which I 
have referred, with the absurd contradictions which Mr. 
Clinton has drawn from them in his '' Fasti Hellenici" 
Not with the view of detracting from that excellent and 
valuable work ; but for the purpose of shewing the con- 
cision which at every step attends the adoption of the 
received chronology. He writes, " It is plain that Aby- 
denus and Polyhistor have confounded Sennacherib with 
Esarhaddon, and have ascribed to the father the acts 
which in reality belong to the son. Esarhaddon, imder 
the name of Sardanapalus, was commemorated by the 
Greeks, as the founder of Tarsus and Anchiale.''* And 
again, '^Apronadius appears, on a comparison of the 
two historians with the Canon, to be no other than the 
son of Esarhaddon the Sennacherib of the two histo- 
rians."'!' Thus, two most precious fragments of history 
are rendered perfectly valueless, and their authors set 
down as having written in total ignorance of their sub- 
ject. Such lamentable conclusions, from so able a chro- 
nologist, can only be the result of the false system by 
which his reasoning was fettered. 

Thus, from four independent authors, or five, if we 
take the Canon of Ptolemy as a separate authority, all 

* Vol. i. p. 275. t P. 279. 



44 THE REIGN OF SENNACHERIR 

of the third century before Christ — all writing when 
chronology and histoiy were stndied fix>m authentic re- 
cords then at hand, viz., Berosns, and the Canon, from 
Babylonian annals, Megasthenes from Assyrian, Menan- 
der from Phoenician, and Demetrius from Jewish annals, 
we obtain one uniform and consistent view of the chro- 
nology of the Assyrian empire ; and four of these autho- 
rities concur in placing the third year of the reign of 
Sennacherib in the year B.C. 689-8.* The evidence of 
Manetho only is wanting to complete, from Egyptian 
annals, the proo^ that the chronology which has been 
deduced from Herodotus and the eclipse of Thales, is 
that which was imiversally adopted by the learned of 
the Macedonian age. 

YIL Unfortunately the work of Manetho is lost, and 
we only know him through the medium of other writers. 
Africanus, however, copied from the work itself the lists 
of the several dynasties which reigned in Egypt ; and 
has, I believe, honestly recorded the length of the 26th 
dynasty, with which we are concerned. Now, Manetho 
according to Africanus, makes the length of this dynasty 
150 years, counted from the conquest of Egypt by Cam- 
byses. I^ then, we take the common date assigned to 

4 

the conquest of Egypt by Cambyses, viz., B.C., 525, and 
add 150 years to that date for the length of the twenty- 
fdxth dynasty, and also add eighteen years more for the 
reign of Tarcos, or Tirhakah, the last king of the twenty- 
fifth dynasty, we come to the year B.C. 693, for the first 
year of Tirhakah In Egypt. This date differs, to the 
extent of four or five years, from that which would agree 
with Berosus and the other authorities ; so that, in this 
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I 

view, we cannot say with certainty that Manetho used 
the same chronological tables, which they made use o£ 
But if we examine a little closer, we shall find that there 
is an exact agreement between Manetho, Berosus, Me- 
na^der. and Demetrius, even to a single year. 

For Manetho did not place the conquest of Egypt by 
Cambyses in the year B.C. 525. I do not mean to deny 
that the fifth year of Cambyses, as "great king" over 
Persia and Babylon, was B.a 525, because an eclipse at 
Babylon observed in the seventh year decides that point; 
but I think there is sufficient reason to believe, that 
he did not go down into Egypt in that year. Manetho 
appears to agree with the record of Ctesias, who assigns 
eighteen years to the reign of Cambyses in Fersiay and 
thirty-one years only to the reign of Darius, the son of 
Hystaspes ; and this mode of reckoning will bring us to 
exactly the same year for the death of Darius, as that 
adopted by Herodotus from Babylonish accounts. 

That the reckoning of Ctesiajs was, in . the days of 
Manetho, considered to be the true reckoning, we may 
infer from the Parian Chronicle, composed in the same 
period of literature, viz., in B.a 264, which places the 
first year of Darius Hystaspes in RC. 517, assigning only 
thirty-one years to his reign. That it was the parti- 
cular view taken by Manetho, we may collect from Syn- 
cellus, and also from the Armenian version of Eusebius, 
both of whom in their record of Manetho's twenty-seventh 
dynasty, assign fifteen years to Cambyses over Persia, 
and three years over Egypt, making together the eighteen 
years of Ctesias. And that Ctesias has given the true 
length of the reign of Cambyses in Persia, partly as 
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viceroy, partly as great king, we may collect from Hero- 
dotus liimsel£ For, though Herodotus only assigns eight 
years to the reign of Cambyses, including the usurpa- 
tion of Smerdis, counted, as he supposes, from the death 
of Cyrus, he has at the same time mentioned a &ci by 
which we are enabled to calculate his reign for ourselves. 
He tells us that, when Cyrus went on his expedition 
against the MaaagetsB, in which he was slain, he plaxjed 
Cambyses, according to a usual custom in Persia, in charge 
of the empire, and adds this important particular, that 
Darius, the son of Hystaspes, was then about twenty 
years of age.* 

From this fact we are enabled to fix with precision 
the date of the expedition against the Masagetae and 
the accession of Cambyses. For I have elsewhere 
shewn,"!* that Darius, the son of Hystaspes, who, ac- 
cording to Ctesias died at the age of seventy-two, or 
in his seventy-second year, completed his seventy-first 
year about the summer of KC. 485 ; he would, there- 
fore, have completed his twenty-first year in the sum- 
mer of KC. 535 ; and in the spring therefore of that 
year, when Darius was only twenty years of age, Cyrus 
set forth against Tomyris, leaving his son Cambyses as 
viceroy on the throne of Persia in his absence. But 
Cyrus did not return alive fit>m that war, the reign of 
Cambyses therefore commenced from his viceroyalty. 
Now, the year RC. 535 is exactly eighteen years before 
B.O. 517, or the first year of Darius, according to Ctesias 
and the Parian Chronicle, and so Manetho, I believe, 
counted his reign. 

* Herod., i. 208—9. t " Athenwum/ 4. Sept^ 1852.—^e0 Appendix. 
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I will nofc stop here to shew how Ctesias, the highest 
authority in PerBian matters, has pointedly corrected 
Herodotus, and tells us that this Cyrus, who fell in 
battle, was not the grandson, but the son-in-law of 
Astyages, and gives us no reason to suppose that he 
ever conquered Babylon ; nor how Xenophon, after ac- 
curate inquiry, differed from Herodotus, and has pre- 
served the important fact, that Cyrus, grandson of 
Astyages, who was the conqueror of Babylon, was not 
at the time of the conquest, which I place in B.a 530, 
on the throne of Persia, but merely commander of the 
armies of Media and Persia, his feather Cambyses* being 
still on the throne, when Babylon feU. This must form 
the subject of another separate treatise. Suffice it here 
to say, that Cambyses, son of the son-in-law of As* 
tyages, who was the king who conquered Egypt, accord- 
ing to Ctesiaa, came to the throne of Persia in the year 
BO. 535, before his father's death. 

But if he reigned eighteen years, even till b.c. 517, 
he must have been reigning also after the accession of 
of Darius Hystaspes, whose first year at Babylon was 
counted as B.C. 521, according to Ptolemy's Canon. 

Now, this fe<5t I believe to be recorded by Darius him- 
self, in the femous inscription on the rock at Behistun ; 
where the king thus speaks : '* This is what I did, by 
the grace of Ormazd, after that I became king/'f He 
then relates how Cambyses, who ruled in Persia before 
him, went into Egypt, and how Gomates personated 

* Colonel Rawlinson lias somewhere referred to an inscription shewing 
that Cambyses, who reigned over Babylon, had a son called Cyrus, 
f " Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society," Vol xiy. part i 
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fiardes, the brother of Cambyses, and set up his throne 
in Media, when all the provinces revolted against Cam- 
byses ; and how he slew Gomates in a fortress in Media. 
Whether Darius had been placed by Cambyses on the 
throne of the province of Persia, previous to his intended 
long absence in Egypt, or whether Darius usurped the 
throne in his absence, does not appear. The words of 
the inscription, however, certainly seem to impl}-, that 
he considered himself to have become king before the 
death of Cambyses. 

Be this, however, as it may, Manetho followed the reck- 
oning of Ctesias, and placed the conquest of Egypt in 
the fifteenth year of Cambyses, that is in the year RC. 520. 

Now, if we count 150 years, the period of the twenty- 
sixth dynasty, plus the reign of Tarcos, or Tirhakah, 
eighteen years, in all 168 years, adding them to the year 
B.a 520, we come to the year B.C. 688-7 for the first year 
of Tirhakah in Egypt, being the year which follows that 
which from Berosus and others we have fixed as the 
third of Sennacherib and fourteenth of Hezekiah. Tir- 
hakah could not, consistently with Herodotus, have come 
to the throAe earlier than KC. 688-7, because he tells us 
that Sethos, or Sevechus, was on the throne in B.C. 689-8. 
And we should be surprised to find him coming to the 
throne even a year later, considering that this warlike 
prince had been called out of Ethiopia, at this very time, 
to assist the helpless Sethos, who was merely a priest, 
and it is highly improbable that such an opportunity of 
usurping the throne of Egypt would have been lost in 
those unscrupulous days, when power alone gave title to 
the throne. 



THE REIQN OF SENNACHERIB. 49 

But how, it will be asked, is the known length of the 
separate reigns of the twenty-sixth dynasty to be recon- 
ciled with the sum of them, given by Manetho as 150 
years ? The true length of the period it may be said is 
160, not 150 years, because we know from an Egjrptian 
tombstone now in existence, that there were seventy-one 
years from the third year of Necho II. to the thirty-fifth 
year of Amosis, so that one of the three reigns preceding 
Amosis must be lengthened ten years. Let us, with 
Herodotus, add ten yeara to the reign of Necho, and the 
list wiQ stand thus: — 

XXVIth DYNASTY. , 

Stephinates 7 years 

Nechepsus 



Necho I. . . . . ^ . 8 

PaammeticuB 54 

Necho II 16 

Psammuthes 6 

Vaphres. . . .19 
Amosis 44 



6. Africanus. 



160 

How then can this sum total be reduced to 150 years, 
as stated by Manetho? Herodotus affords the means of 
clearing up the difficulty. For if we receive his account 
of the reigns of Apries and Amosis, there are several 
reasons for concluding that these two reigns lapped one 
over the other to the extent of at least ten years. 

1st. Herodotus tells us that the cause of the war with 
Amosis, king of Egypt, was, that Cambyses having asked 
a daughter of that king in marriage, Amosis had deceived 
him by sending a daughter of the deceased king Apries, 
instead of his own. But if Apries had been dead forty 
years, no daughter of his could have been young enough. 



E I 

I 
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If we believe the story, we must also believe that Apries 
lived for at least ten years after the commencement of 
the forty-four years reign usually given to Amosis. 

2nA Herodotus teDs us that Apries did actually survive 
his defeat by Amosis. For he says that he was taken 
back to his own palace at Sais, and kindly taken care 
of there for some time; ivdavra 8k tcois ftcv erp€<f>€ro €v 

roia-i /SaciXTjiouri, Kai fAiv ''Aftacrts eu 'ir€pi€iir€* This kind 

treatment of the royal captive in his own palace is an im- 
portant fact. It raises a strong presumption that he also 
continued to reign after his defeat. Usurpers are not in 
the habit of treating conquered princes with kindness, 
except for the purposes of their own ambition. Apries 
was so impressed with a feeling of the permanence of his 
reign in Egypt, that he was persuaded that not even a 
deity could unseat him. If such was really his position 
in the affections of the Egyptians, we may readily under- 
stand the reluctance of Amosis to put him to death : and we 
may reasonably assume that Amosis retained him in his 
palace with the nominal title of king as long as it suited 
his own purpose, assuming the actual government into his 
own hands, as mayor or the palace ; till at length having 
firmly established his own power, he suffered Apries to 
fidl into the hands of his enemies, who put him to death. 

3rd. Apries Vas buried with kingly burial, in the tomb 
of his' ancestors. He died therefore a king. He died 
during the forty-four years of Amosis, and not less than 
ten years after his defeat by that king. 

The conquest of Apries by Amosis I conceive to have 
taken place in his tenth year, RC. 564, and that he was 

* Herod, u. 169. 
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put to death in his nineteenth year, B.C. 555. So that a 
double reckoning was made of the reign of Amosis. Un- 
doubtedly his years were counted as forty-four by his 
friends, and probably by himself towards the end of his 
reign, and this reckoning would commence in RC. 564 

But, as surely, we inay conclude, that as long aa Apries 
was above ground, the nobles at least of Egypt would 
not so have counted them, but would have continued to 
count the years of Apries till his death, beginning the 
years of Amosis in B.C. 555 ; for we are expressly told 
by Herodotus that, owing to his plebeian origin, Amosis 
was held in supreme contempt during the early part of 
his reign. 

Any person of distinction, therefore, in recording the 
age of a deceased relative by the years of the reigns in 
which he had lived, would have given nineteen years 
to Apries, and only thirty-five to Amosis ; and such, I 
conceive, to be the nature of the record of the years of 
Psammetich on the tombstone referred to, who, from his 
name, we may infer was of noble, if not of royal, race. 

Thus the ten years necessarily added to the reign of 
Necho are again deducted from the reign of Amosis, and 
the total length of the twenty-sixth dynasty is reduced 
to 150 years, in accordance with Manetho; and thus, there- 
fore, we find that the chronology of Egypt as well as that 
of Assyria, Babylonia, Tyre, and Judaea, concurs with that 
which we have deduced from Herodotus and the eclipse of 

Thales. 

There are but two other nations which can be supposed 

to have possessed chronological records. bearing upon the 

period of history which we are considering, viz., the Medes 

E 2 
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and the Lydians. We will conclude this chapter by- 
shewing that the Median and Lydian records also lead 
to the same result. 

VIII. Median chronology. 

We have already seen, in the second chapter, that 
Cyaxares, king of Media, in whose reign the eclipse of 
Thales took place, succeeded his father Phraortes in the 
year B.c. 613, nor is it possible, consistently with the date 
of the eclipse and his conquest of Nineveh, to place his 
accession much higher. Herodotus informs us that his 
fisither, Phraortes, reigned twenty-two years, and Deioces 
fifty-four years, together seventy-six years, which added 
to B.C. 613, brings us again to the year B.c. 689-8, or 
third of Sennacherib, king of Assyria, for the first year of 
Deioces. Now this is exactly what we are told by Jose- 
phus, who, after mentioning the illness of Hezekiah, which 
we know was in his fourteenth year, writes, "At this 
time the Medes cast off the dominion of the Assyrians.''* 
This revolt then was about the third year of Sennaohe- 
rib ; and the book of Tobit, which lets us into the palace 
itself of Sennacherib and his father, confirms this state- 
ment of Josephus, and leads us to believe that the revolt 
of the Medes followed soon after the death of Shalmane- 
zer, thus, — "when Enemessar (Shal-enemessar) was dead, 
Sennacherib his son reigned in his stead; whose estate 
was troubled, that I could not go into Media."f We 
may accept such historical particulars, which were pre- 
served by the descendants of Tobit probably firom writings 
left by him, without entering into the legendary addi- 
tions subsequently made to them. 

• « Jo8. Ant" X. 2. t Tobit, i. 15. 
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IX. Lydian chronology. 

The Lydian empire never came into contact with that 
of Assyria, the one having risen while the other was begin- 
ning to ML We can gather nothing, therefore, from Ly- 
dian chronology bearing directly upon the reign of Sen- 
nacherib. But it is important to observe that the Parian 
chronicle, which fixes one of the most important reigns 
in Lydia, viz., that of Alyattes, fixes it in accordance with 
the chronology I have laid down, and the marble record 
must be altered before it can be made to harmonize with 
the current system. It was Alyattes who protected the 
fugitive Scythians, who claimed his protection against 
Cyaxares, and who carried on war, for six years, with 
Cyaxares, till the year of the eclipse. But Alyattes did 
not begin to reign, according to the Parian chronicle, till 
the year B.C. 605. The Scythian occupation of Nineveh, 
therefore, during which the fugitives came to Alyattes, 
must have taken place after the fall of Sardanapalus, in 
B.C. 606, not before, which d0cides the main question we 
have been discussing. 

Since writing the above, the work of Mr. Johannes 
von Gumpach of Heidelberg, entitled "Die Zeitreck- 
nung der Babylonier und Assyrier," has come into my 
hands. It was published in 1852, and I am pleased to 
see that we arrive at the same conclusion with regard 
to the date of Sennacherib's reign, the first year of 
which he places in the year B.C. 691. He also identifies 
Asaradinus of the Canon with the Esarhaddon of Scrip- 
ture. This confirmatory opinion in support of what 
has been argued above, is of the more weight, since 
Mr. Gumpach in forming it has had to struggle against 
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formidable difficulties, arising out of his adoption of an 
erroneous date for the eclipse of Thales^ and yet feels him- 
self compelled to lower the reigns of Sennacherib and 
Hezekiah. He has followed the calculation of his coun- 
tryman Oltmaxm, who places the eclipse in the year 
B.C. 610, the consequence of which is, that his dates for 
the reign of Josiah and for the £Edl of Nineveh, and also 
for the reign of Nebuchadnezzar, stand many yeara higher 
than I have placed them. When, therefore, the reign 
of Hezekiah is brought down by him to the extent of 
eighteen years below the common date, he finds himself 
involved in difficulty, and is compelled to curtail the 
reign of Deioces in Media to the extent of twenty 
years, and the same process is adopted with the reign 
of Manasseh, king of Judab, who is made to reign thirty- 
five, instead of fifty-five years. 

Now it is true, that this shortening of the reign of 
Manasseh has the support of the Septuagint transla- 
tion of the Bible. But that no such reading was ever 
found in the Hebrew original, is I think certain, for 
the following reasons :— 

1st. Demetrius, writing in the third century before 
Christ, tells us that there were 128 years and six months 
between the time of the destruction of Jerusalem and 
the fourteenth of Hezekiah, which exactly agrees with 
the present reading of the length of the several reigns 
in the Hebrew, 

2nd. Josephus, writing three hundred years later, and 
professing to copy from the Hebrew original, says, that 
the interval between the captivity of the ten tribes, 
and of the two tribes, was 130 years, six months, and 
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ten days.* Here it will be observed, that Josephus 
differs from Demetrius and the Hebrew text, which 
make the interval 134 years and six months. Taking, 
however, the text of Josephus even as it stands, it 
is against the idea that the present reading of the 
Septuagint was that of the Hebrew in his days; and 
considering how loosely most of his dates have been 
transcribed, the probability is that he wrote 134 years 
and six months, and that the four years have been 
omitted by the transcriber. . 

3rd. The words of the prophet Ezekiel,"f' writing six 
hundred years before Josephus, are decisive against the 
idea of shortening the reign of Manasseh, king of Judah, 
to the extent of twenty years. For he defines the 
period as exactly 390 years between the revolt of the 
ten tribes under Jeroboam, who caused Israel to sin, 
and the seige of Jerusalem, which period cannot be 
made up without the fifty-five years of the reign of 
Manasseh. 

This period of 390 years is one of the most important 
in the Bible towards the accurate adjustment of sacred 
chronology, and no one is justified in lightly setting it 
aside. That the German chronologists should have ven- 
tured to do so, is a strong instance of their heathen bias 
against the authority of the sacred Scriptures and pre- 
ference for any shred of profane history. Neibuhr, in- 
deed has not. cared to investigate such chronological 
data. But Mr. Gumpach has made the period from Je- 
roboam to the destruction of Jerusalem one of the main 
features of his system, and has deliberately curtailed it 

* Ant. X. 9, 7. + Ezek. iv. 5. 
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from 390 to 360 years, against all authority whatever. 
I cannot help remarking also on Mr. Gumpach's unpar- 
donable rashness in rejecting the positive statement in 
Scripture, that SennacheriVs sudden retreat from Judsea 
was caused by the destruction of the greater part of his 
army by pestilence from the direct hand of God, and his 
attempt to account for this retreat as caused by mere 
political combinations formed against him at home ; thus 
substituting the figments of his own brain for the express 
decree of the Almighty declared by his prophet. 

Another work* on the same subject has been pub- 
lished in the course of this year by Mr. Johannes 
Brandis, of Bonn, who is equally perplexed by the 
adoption of Oltmann's date for the eclipse. He pro- 
poses to count eighty-eight years from the first year 
of Sennacherib, not as Polyhistor reckons them to the 
end of the reign of Nabopalassar, but to the beginning 
of that reign. 



« a 



Perum ABsyrianim tempora emendata." 



67 



CHAPTER IV. 



INSCRIFnONS AT NINEVEH. 



While we are endeavouring to determine the time of 
the reign of Sennacherib from the faint, though at the 
same time generally faithful, records of ancient history, 
it is an interesting &;Ct, that the annals of this king are 
now, after a lapse of more than 2500 years, being re- 
covered from his own palace and other places about 
ancient Nineveh, in all the freshness of the day on which 
they were written. There can be little doubt that, 
within a few years from this time, we shall know as 
much of the date and history of Sennacherib, king of 
Assyria, as we now know of the reign of William the 
Conqueror of England. The chamber of records in his 
palace has been laid open by Mr. Layard, the floor of 
which he found strewed with baked tiles, covered with 
inscriptions in the minutest characters, written, as it 
were, with the point of a diamond,* recording, it is said, 
the decrees and expeditions of the kings who inhabited 
that palace. 

"Many cases, '^ says Mr. Layard, "were filled with 
these tablets before I left Assyria, and a vast number 
of them, have been found, I understand, since my de- 
parture. A large collection of them is already deposited 
in the British Museum. We cannot overrate their value 
They furnish us with materials for the complete decipher* 

* Jer. xvii. i 
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ment of the cuniform character, for restoring the lan- 
guage and history of Assyria, and for inquiring into the 
customs, sciences, and, we may, perhaps, even add, litera- 
ture of its people. The documents which have been dis- 
covered at Nineveh, probably exceed all that have yet 
been afforded by the monuments of Egypt/'* 

In the annals of Sennacherib which have partly been 
deciphered, mention is made of a period of 418 years,"f 
counted from the time of an ancient king, and expiring 
in the first year of Sennacherib, proving that chronolo- 
gical records were kept by the Assyrians at Nineveh, as 
correctly as we know they were kept during the same 
period by the Phoenicians at Tyra And Mr. Layard 
thinks, " it is highly probable, that a record of astrono- 
mical observations may exist,"' amongst the documents 
which have been sent to this country. If so, we may 
ere long be enabled to fix with mathematical precision 
the whole chronology of the Assyrian empire. 

In the meanwhile, I believe that in the record of the 
third year alone of Sennacherib's reign, in the transla- 
tion of which both Colonel Rawliiison and Dr. Hincks 
substantially agree, we have sufficient materials for fix- 
ing with -accuracy the date of that king's reign. I have 
already pointed out how in my opinion this may be 
effected. But I return to the subject, because Colonel 
Bawlinson and Dr. Hincks have, from the same mate- 
rials, argued in support of the received chronology. It 
is only with the greatest deference and with the highest 
sense of the abilities of those eminent philologists, that 
I venture to differ from the chronological conclusions 

* Layard'B "Nineveh and Babylon," p. 347. f p. 213. 
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which they have drawn. It is chiefly through their 
labours that the public have become acquainted with 
what little they already know of the contents of 
the Assyrian inscriptions > and it is to be lamented that 
their abilities have not been enlisted on behalf of the 
public in laying open the mass of unexplored matter 
which has accumulated in the British Museum. 

"In my third year/^ says Sennacherib, "I went up 
to the country of the Ketta (or Hittites). Luliya, king 
of Sidon (the ElulsBUS of Menander), had thrown off the 
yoke of allegiance. On my approach from Abiri he fled 
to Tetnan, which was on the sea coast. I reduced his 

entire country.'' "I placed Tubaal on the throne 

in the place of Luliya, and imposed on him the regu- 

lated amount of tribute'' "and because Heze- 

kiah, king of Judaea^ did not submit to my yoke, forty- 
six of his strong fenced cities, and innumerable smaller 
towns which depended on them, I took and plundered'* 

"and because Hezekiah still continued to refuse 

to pay me homage, I attacked and carried off the whole 
population, fixed and nomad, which dwelled about Jeru- 
salem, with thirty talents of gold, and 800 talents of 
silver."* From this short extract we obtain the import- 
ant data, that the third year of the reign of Sennacherib, 
was the last of the reign of Ilulseus, king of Sidon (and 
Tyre), who reigned thirty-six whole years, and the year 
also of the invasion of Judaea by Sennacherib, that is 
the fourteenth of Hezekiah. We know also from Scrip- 
ture thai it was the Sabbatical year of the Jews ; and, 
again, that it was the year in which Tirhakah passed 

* *' Outlmea of Asayrian History," by Col. Bawlinson. Tweuty-ninth 
Kepoft of the Royal Asiatic Society, 1852. 
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through the territories of Sethos, king of Egypt, with a 
large army to oppose Sennacherib ; and, probably, there- 
fore, the year when Tirhakah superseded that helpless 
king. It is impossible, therefore, as I have shewn, put- 
ting all these tsucts together, to place the third of Sen- 
nacherib anywhere but in the Sabbatical year rc. 689-^, 
which is the year pointed out by all ancient authorities. 
Dr. Hincks, however, places it in thia year B.C. 701, Colonel 
Bawlinson in B.C. 713, neither of which years were Sab- 
batical, and neither of which agree with other records 
of Sennacherib in pro&ne history. Dr. Hincks deduces 
his date chiefly from an important discovery which he 
has made in the reign of Sargon, who is mentioned by 
Isaiah,* and who, in the inscriptions, is found to be the 
fotherf of Sennacherib. He writes,— 

" In the Ehorsabad inscription, Botta 65. 2, I found, 
what I had long sought in vain, the date of the conquest 
of Babylon. The war is said to have commenced in the 
twelfth year of Sargon. It is also stated here, as well 
as in 151. 13, and other texts, that Marduk-bal-adan, 
king of ChaldaBa, was subdued after he had held Baby- 
lon for twelve yeara This is the exact length of reign 
given in the Canon to the king called Mardocempadus-; 
and I cannot hesitate to adopt the opinion, that this 
name is a corruption of Merodach-Baladan.'"]: 

No one wiU be disposed to dispute the importance or 
correctness of this conclusion. But when Dr. Hincks adds, 
that Marduk-baladan of the inscriptions is there de- 
scribed as the son of Tagin,§ and then infers, that he 
is the same as Merodach Baladan described by Isaiah || 

* iBsdah XX. i + (1) grandfather. 

t " Tranflactions of the Royal Irish Academy," vol. 22, p. 864. 
§ p. 865 II Isaiah, xxxix i 



I 



INSCRIPTIONS AT NINEVEH. 



61 



as the '' son of Baladan,'' I cannot follow him. He forms 
his chronology thus : — 
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Now the reign of Mardocempadiis beii^ fixed by two 
eclipees observed at Babylon, the disoovery that Sargon 
b^an to reign in the same year with that king is cer- 
tainly most important, as it gives a fixed point in Assy- 
rian chronology £rom which to calcnlate. We learn, thus, 
through Dr. Hincks, that Sargon, who, according to the 
inscriptions, took Ashdod in his eleventh year, to(^ it 
in BwC. 711. We may attach this date, therefore, to the 
contents of the 20th chapter of Isaiah, which speaks of 
the capture of Ashdod by order of Sargon. But Isaiah 
does not speak of the sickness of Hezekiah till his 
38th chapter. That sickness therefore — ^which we know 
was in his fourteenth year, since he reigned fifteen years 
after it, and in all only twenty-nine years — ^is related, 
and therefore we presume occurred, after the capture 
of Ashdod. There are five objections to the arrange- 
ment of Dr. Hincks, which I would state thus : — 

1st. That the fourteenth of Hezekiah could not be 
B.C. 712, where he places it, because that year is before 
the taking of Ashdod B.C. 711, and Isaiah places it after. 

2nd. That the 14th of Hezekiah does not fall, as it 
ought, in the Sabbatical year. 

3rd. The very reverse of what he has inferred, with 
regard to the time of Hezekiah's reign, is the legitimate 
conclusion from his discovery, that Mardocempadus was 
son of Yagin. He could not, therefore, be the " son of 
Baladan,'" who was on the throne of Babylon in the 
fourteenth of Hezekiah, or soon after, and who sent to 
inquire concerning his health, and concerning the won- 
der which was done in the land* It is clear, that we 

♦ 2 Chron. xxxii. 31 ; 2 Kings xx. 12. 
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cannot place the year of the coming of the ambassadoTs 
from Babylon to Jerusalem from the " son of Baladan, 
till after the death of Mardocempadus, " son of Yakin, 
not till after the death of his successor Arcianus, who is 
supposed to be Sargon. Again, this " son of Yagin" is 
found on the throne of Babylon, in the first year of 
Sennacherib, according to Dr. Hincks, B.C. 703. The 
message from the " son of Baladan,'' therefore, was not 
sent till after that date, according to his own table, 
nor therefore till after the reigns of Belibus, and Apro- 
nadius, and Regibelus, kings of Babylon, nor earlier 
therefore than B.C. 692, when indeed we find Mesessi- 
Merodach on the throne of Babylon. Mesessi-merodach 
may be, therefore (as Mr. Oumpach supposes), the Mero- 
dach-Baladan of Scripture, but not necessarily so. 

The prophet Isaiah, who was at Jerusalem when 
the ambassadors arrived, says distinctly, that it was 
Merodach-Baladan the "son of Baladan'' that sent 
them. It would not be unreasonable, therefore, to 
assume, that the king so called was the son of Mero- 
daxi-Baladan son of Yakin, and that he came to the 
throne, therefore, one generation later than Mardo- 
cempadus of the Canon. 

Now Polyhistor, from Berosus, mentions a king named 
Merodach-Baladan, who was on the throne of Babylon 
for about six months, just twentynaix years after the 
last year of Mardocempadus. This, therefore, I take 
to be the prince who sent the ambassadors to Heze- 
kiah, being one of "the princes of Babylon" spoken 
of in the book of Chronicles. The embassy took place 
either in the year B.C. 684 when he appears to ha^ 
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been on the throne, or a yeax or two sooner, before 
he had violently seized the government. For it does 
not appear necessary to conclude that he was on the 
throne at the time of sending the embassy, which 
was rather of a scientific than political nature, to in- 
quire concerning the wonder in the land. 

Dr. Hincks has incorrectly, I think, inserted this prince 
in the Canon, from Polyhistor, at the year ac. 703. 

The words of Polyhistor run thus : " After the reign 
of the brother of Sennecherib, Hagisa reigned over the 
Babylonians, and when he had governed for the space of 
thirty days, he was slain by Merodach-Baladan, who held 
the empire by force during six months. He was slain 
and succeeded by a person named Elibus. But in the 
third year of his reign Sennecherib king of the Assyrians 
levied an army against the Babylonians, and in a battle in 
which they were engaged routed and took him prisoner ' 
with his adherents. Having taken upon himself the 
government of the Babylonians, he appointed his son 
Asordanes their king, and he himself retired again into 
Assyria.'' * Now Asordanes here spoken of is. the Asor- 
dan of the Septuagint "|- son of Sennacherib, who is the 
Esarhaddon of the Hebrew, and the Asaradinus of the 
Canon, as we have before shewn ; not Apronadius, as Dr. 
Hincks with Mr. Clinton supposes. And since Asaradi- 
nus came to the throne in B.c. 680, Merodach-Baladan 
who preceded him in the fourth year before that date 
was on the throne in B.C. 684, not 703. 

* Cory's Fragments, p. 62. 

+ The Septuagint was written about the time of Berosus, and speaking 

of the murder of Sennacherib, reads: 'cct* e/Saa-iXeva-ev ^AaopBav *ovt05 

dvTov dvT dvTov. 
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4fch. The ] 4th of Hezekiah, according to Dr. Hincks, 
falls in the reign of Sargon, instead of the reign of Sen- 
nacherib, which is contrary to Scripture. And Senna- 
cherib's invasion falls in the 25th of Hezekiah instead of 
the 14th, which is fatal to the schema 

5th. We are asked to believe that it was Sargon, not 
Shalmanezer, who destroyed Samaria in the sixth year 
of Hezekiah ; though we read, in xviL 5. ii Kings, that 
" the king of Assyria went up to Samaria and besieged 
it three years,'' and in the following chapter v, 9, that 
in the 4th of Hezekiah, " Shalmanezer came up against 
Samaria and beseiged it" 

Such is the invariable state of confusion, arising from 
the application of the received system of Scripture chro- 
nology to any ascertained date in ptofene history. Sim- 
ply, it never tallies. The following table I submit for 
consideration, as tending to illustrate the Scripture narra- 
tive, and as appearing to produce harmony between 
Scripture and profisme chronology during the period it 
covers, though I by no means intend to assert that it 
is necessarily in every point the true arrangement. 

New readings from time to time from the inscriptions 
will probably modify many of its details ; but the general 
outline I think will prove to be correct. At all events it 
is necessary, before I proceed further, to show the impos- 
sibility of Dr. Hinck's arrangement being the true one ; 
for, if it be correct, all that I have here written, must 
fell to the ground, the received system must be admitted, 
and the chronological question is at an end. I am per- 
suaded, however, that his arrangement cannot stand; 
and while I acknowledge the great importance of his 
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discovery of the identity of Mardocempadus of iflier Ca- 
non with the son of Yakia of the inscriptions, that im- 
portance in my opinion consists in the fatal blow which 
is thereby given to the received chronology, which as* 
sumes that Mardocempadus is the same as the '^Merodach- 
Baladan, son of Baladan'" of Scripture, which is impossibla 
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In this table, it will be obaerred that the reign of 
Sargon is fixed as Dr. Hinck's proposea Sennacherib's 
reign is fixed according to Berosus and others, and the 
result is, that the several chapters of Isaiah appear to 
come in regular chronological order, thus, — 

Isaiah. VII » Ist Ahaz. B.a 716 

XX » nth Sargon 711 

XXXVIII = 14th Hezekiah 688 

It will also be observed, that an interval occurs between 
the last year of Sargon and the first year of his son (or 
grandson?) Sennacherib, instead of the reign being conse- 
cutive as Dr. Hincks proposes. This is not at all impro- 
bable, since Sargon appears not to have been the Inti- 
mate Idng, but an usurper. Tiglath Fileser, and Shalma- 
nezer I suppose to have reigned during this interval ; or 
po6$ibly, Samuel Aniensos,* an. Armenian bishop of the 
twelfth century, may have preserved the true record of 
the respective reigns, viz., sixteen years for the reign of 
Shalmanezer, and twenty-seven for the reign of Tiglath 
Fileser, in which case this latter king must have reigned 
simultaneously with the usurper Sargon. That the legi- 
timate king deposed by Sargon (Shalmanezer, according 
to Dr. Hinck's, — ^Tigl^th Pileser, as I suggest), was still 
alive in the sixth year of Sargon, is pointed out by Dr. 
Hincks,"f* and Tiglath Pileser would therefore have re- 
tained his title of king of Assyria, though Sargon actually 
occupied his throne. No monument of Shalmanezer has 
yet been discovered to settle this point, and it may be 
some time before it is set at rest, for Sargon and his son 
Sennacherib probably destroyed, as far as possible, all 

* Edit. "Zohrab. et Mai.," p. 16. f p. 366. 

F 2 



68 INSCRIPTIONS AT NINEVEH. 

traces of tlie lawful kings. All I mean to insist upon 
here is, that Dr. Hincks' discovery of the true date of 
Sargon's reign does not necessarily affect the position of 
the reign of Sennacherib. 

Another result of this arrangement of the reigns of 
Sargon and Tiglath Pileser is, that Pekah must have 
reigned twenty-eight years, not twenty only. This ap- 
pears to me more agreeable to Scripture, on comparing 
ii. Kings, xv. 30, (where there is an error in transcribing,) 
with xvii. 1, than the usual mode of arranging the reigns 
of Pekah and Hosea, with an interval of eight years be- 
tween thenL 

Colonel Eawlinson differs from Dr. Hiicks in one 
most important particular, inasmuch as he considers that 
Sargon and Shalmanezer are the same king. He places 
the first year of the reign of Sargon in the year B.C. 747^ 
and the first year of Sennacherib in RC. 716. He seems, 
however, rather to have adapted his readings of the 
inscriptions to the received chronology, assuming that 
to be fixed, than to have endeavoured to fix the chro- 
nology of the kings of Assyria from the historical data 
in their inscriptions. From the last report of the Eoyal 
Asiatic Society* he appears to have collected a mass of 
new and valuable materials for ftiture consideration. He 
speaks of an Assj-rian almanack, running over a period 
of several years, — of what he terms a grammar and 
dictionary of the language, — and of records of astrono- 



* Read in May, 1853. It is not generally known that Government has 
granted a sum of £1000 to this Society, to enable them to publish the 
discoveries of Colonel Rawlinson, ahd that they appear from time to time 
in the reports distributed to the members. 
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mical obfiervationa. These last are of the utmost im- 
portance to the settlement of the chronology of the times, 
and I trust will be submitted to an early examination. 
It is too much to expect that we shall find amongst them 
any allusion to the astronomical phenomenon which ap- 
peared to Hezekiah in his fourteenth year on the dial 
of Ahaz at Jerusalem, though we know how much inte- 
rest that event had excited amongst the Babylonian as- 
tronomers of the time, who sent an express embassy to 
Jerusalem to inquire concerning "the wonder done in 
the land.'^ It is interesting, however, to remember that 
any records of this nature which may have been dis- 
covered in the palace of Sennacherib, must have been 
made about the time when this sign in the heavens was 
manifested to Hezekiah. 



70 



CHAPTER V. 

SCfiTFTUBE CHBONOLOGY. 

In the previous chapters I have endeavoured to estab- 
lish the following important dates and synchronismfi^ 
upon historical and astronomical evidence of the most 
weighty, if not indisputable character : ^yid each date 
stands independently of the support of Holy Scriptare, 

viz.: — 

RC. 

L That the building of Solomon's temple was begun in the year 989 — 90 
II. And that the dedication therefore was in . . . ^3 — 2 

in. That the third year of Sennacherib king of Nineveh, and 
the invasion by him of JndsBa in the reign of Hesekiahy 
was in the year ...... 689 — 8 

IV. That the final destmction of Nineveh was in the year . 579 

V. That the first year of Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon, was 578 
VT. And the nineteenth, when he carried away the two tribes 

and burnt the temple of Jerusalem, was . . . 560 

In the present chapter I propose to shew, from the 
record of Holy Scripture, taken independently of all 
heathen authorities, that these same dates are assigned 
to the same events in Scripture chronology. 

And here I will remark, that I see no reason why the 
authority of the Hebrew writers should yield for an 
instant before the authority of classical historians, taken 
even without reference to the divine superintendence 
under which they wrote. On the contrary, I see rea- 
sons for attributing greater weight to historical iGacts 
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related by the Hebrews, tban to much that is related 
by the earliest Qreek historiana Isaiah, Jeremiah, 
Ezekiel, Daniel, Ezra^ and Nehemiah all wrote before 
Herodotus^ and of events which occurred under theii* 
own eyes. The three latter moved in the courts, and 
und^»tood the language of the kings of Persia of whom 
they wrota While the "&ther of history," as he is 
called, from whose exoellence as an historian I by no 
means would wish to detract, was probably not acquaint- 
ed witii tiie language of Persia, and living after most of 
the events of which he wrote, had to trust to the com- 
paratively hasty information which he could collect as 
a traveUer from native Persians. 

Should then the aocount of Herodotus be found at any 
time at variance with that of Daniel and Ezra, my 
decided inclination is to prefer i^e latter. If Daniel 
8peai[B of Darius, I shaU not conceive that he alludes 
to Cyaxares ; or, if Ezra refers to Ahasuerus, which is 
undoubtedly Xerxes,* I shall not feel at liberty to trans* 
form that title into Cambyses. My belief, however, is 
that when rightly understood no great discrepancy will 
be found between the historians ; but that when due 
weight is given to the Hebrew authorities in Persian 
matters, a light is thrown upon the history of the period 
which will enable us, with some slight correction, to re- 
concile Herodotus with other Greek authorities, a,nd to 
rescue him from some absurd incongruities in whidi his 
history is involved, as it is usually interpreted by his- 
torians and cdnronologists. For instance, we are accus- 
tomed to receive without much inquiry the legendary 

* Khshayarsha in ^b» inscriptions. His queen was Amestris or Esther. 
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• 

tale related of Cyrtts, and it is even placed by many as 
the basis of all ancient chronology. We are told that 
this king first conqnered his grandfather, Astyages, and 
then his grand&ther^s brother-in-law, Croesus, and that 
this Croesus survived his grand-nephew Cyrus, who is 
said to have lived seventy years, and not only so, but 
also the son of his grand-nephew, viz., Cambyses, with 
whom he went into Egypt as his advisor, little troubled, 
as it would appear, by the weight of his own years. 
Such is the unsound matter which lies at the foundar- 
tion of our chronological system. It is time indeed 
that contemporaneous authorities, who ever they may 
be, should be allowed to speak for themselves. 

It is a fact, which I am satisfied will one day be recog- 
nized, that the Hebrew Scriptures contain a system of 
chronology, from the date of the birth of Christ upwards^ 
for a thousand years, if not for a considerably longer 
period, more perfect than can be drawn from the records 
of any heathen nation whatever, at least as they are at 
present understood. 

The foundation of Hebrew chronology lies in the sep- 
tennial division of time into sabbatical years and jubilees 
which the Israelites were commanded to observe from the 
time of their entrance into the promised laud. It is not 
necessary to shew that this command was obeyed by 
them, and that the years were regularly observed. On 
the contrary, we know that the command was most 
wilfully neglected ; and it is from the recorded period 
of non-observance of these ^Sabbaths, and from the 
precise term of the punishment inflicted for the neglect 
of them, that we are enabled to asceitaiii the series of 
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appointed years. The sabbatical years could not in- 
deed have been observed by the ten tribes, from the 
time of their revolt under Jeroboam, who instituted 
a feast in the eighth month,* for the express purpose 
of preventing the observance of the ordinances of the 
seventh month, in which the sabbatical years commen- 
ced. But this sin of Jeroboam and the ten tribes was 
recorded against them, and constantly referred to by 
the prophets of Jerusalem, till it was at length sum- 
med up against them in a period of 390 years by Eze^ 
kiel, so that the reckoning was not lost Likewise also 
we know that the remaining two tribes had not ob- 
served their sabbaths, even from the time of the dedi- 
cation of the temple of Jerusalem by Solomon, ^. e., for 
thirty years before the sin of Jeroboam, till the time of 
the siege of Jerusalem, making in all 420 years ; for the 
the prophet Jeremiah informed them that they should 
remain in captivity seventy years, that the land might 
enjoy her sabbaths, "to fulfil three score and ten years "■(• 
or the complement of 420 ordinary years. . Though the 
observance of the sabbatical years therefore was neglect- 
ed, the computation was not omitted by the prophets^ 
and from time to time feeble efforts appear to have been 
made at their instigation, to observe what was written in 
the law concerning the sabbath or year of release, all 
which attempts we shall find fell in years which were 
in the regular series of sabbatha There are also one 
or two notices of the year of jubilee, from which, 
whether Mthfiilly observed or not, we may deduce 
the series. 

♦ 1 Kings xii. 32. t ii Chron. xxxvL 21. 
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I am aware that Dr. Pridea«x * has dedaxed that the 
sabbatical years and jubilees are uncertain, and useless 
in settling the history and chronology of the Jews ; and 
such indeed is the fact, as long as we adhere to the 
chronological reckoning which he followed, with which 
nothing defined in history or tetronomy seems to tally. 
But when the dedication of Scdomon's temple, and the 
consecration of the Holy City in that event, is placed as 
it ought to be, and as we shall find it fixed in Scripture, 
in the year B.a 982, we immediately recognize the two- 
fold period of seventy sabbatical weeks which is distinctly 
referred to in Scripture : the first portion, or period of 
seventy weeks, ending with the seventy sabbaths ^oyed 
by the land while JudsBa lay desolate, computed to the 
reign of Darius, the second portion beginning irom the 
same point, and ending in the birth of Christ, KC. 8., 
making togeiiier a period of 2 + 490 + 490—982 years. 

It is not my intention to enter at any great lengUi 
into the question of the mode of computing the sabbaths 
and jubilees. All that can be said upon the subject with 
any degree of certainty, may be comprised in a very 
small compass, thus : — 

1st. The sabbatical years were computed from the 
month Tisri, or from Autumn to Autumn, while the 
ecclesiastical year was computed from Spring to Spring. 

2nd. The sabbatical years after the return from cap- 
tivity »t Babylon, were computed by the Jews in regvXar 
aeries vnthaut i/nterruption, septenniodly. This may be 
proved from ihe notice, by Josephus, and the 2nd Book 
of Maccabees, of three sabbatical years actually ob- 

* Ptideaux's " Connexions/* Piedhce. 
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served, viz., in ac. 164^ — 136-5, and 88-7, all of which 
are at intervals from each other divisible by seven.* 

3rd. Ezm revived the observance, of these years after 
Hke return from captivity.-f- And it is not too mudi to 
assume as certain, that he commanded that theyBhould 
be computed in the same manner that they were com- 
puted by the holy men of Israel before the captivity, 
that is to say, that Ezra, after the captivity, and the 
prophets before the captivity, both interpreted the com- 
mand of Moses in the same manner ; and, therefore, that 
the sabbatical years were computed in unbroken Beiiefi 
^tennially before, as well as after the captivity. 

4th. With regard to the jubilee, the command was, 
'' And thou shalt number «even sabbaths of years unto 
thee, seven times seven years, and the space of the seven 
tiabbaths of yeairs shall be unto thee fi3rty and nine years, 
then flbvlt thou cause the trumpet of the jubilee to sound 
iti the tenth day of the seventh month ^-- — ^'and ye 
shall hallow the ftft^th year/' — ^Leviticus, xxv. 8, 9, 
10. 

Thus, the finst jubilee that was observted, or xxfm- 
manded to be observed, was to fellow immediately on 
the completioiu of the seventh sabbatical year, so that 
two fallow years, during which the land was not to be 
cultivated, but left to produce of its own ucoord, were 
to feUow in immediate suoces^on. I <)annot, tha'elbre, 
understand the a.rgument of those who say, that the 
jubilee must have been disjoined from the sabbatical 
year, owmg to the difficulty^ as they assume, of keeping 
two fallow years in succession, once in forty-nine y^crs. 

^ All iliUi IB fally Mtter^d ioto by P«taviufl D* Doctrina Temponim. 
L. ix. cap. 27. 

t Nehemiah z. 31. 
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As was the first Jubilee, so were the rest. If one oould 
be so observed, so could alL And as the jubilee therefore 
was always to follow immediately on the completion of 
the sabbatical year, and, the series of those years was con- 
tinuous and unbroken, each succeeding jubilee must have 
been computed after an interval of forty-nine, not of fifty 
years, so that the fiftieth year, or jubilee, was always 
computed as the first of the following period of forty- 
nine yeara 

Such is the plain meaning of the command; and I 
know of no fact which implies that any other interpre- 
tation was put upon it by the Jews while in possession 
of their own land. 

The principal observances which marked the sabbatical 
year, were — 

1st. That no one should sow his land, or prune his 
vineyard ; that what grew of itself should not be reaped 
or gathered out of the field, but be eaten in the field, 
and be common to alL — Levii xxv. 4, 5, 6. 

2nd. That the book of the law should be read "at 
the end of every seven years, in the solemnity of the 
year of release.'' — ^Deut. xxxi. 10. 

8rd. That at the end of every seven years they should 
make a release ; and it is said, if thy brother an Hebrew 
man or an Hebrew woman be sold unto thee, and serve 
thee six years, then in the seventh year (or year of re- 
lease, u 9), thou shalt let him go firee fi:om thee. — ^Deut 
XV. 1—12. 

The observances which marked the year of jubilee, 
were — 

1st That the land should return to its original pos- 
sessor in that year. Levit. xxv. 13. 
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2nd That the land should not be ao^im or reaped, 
bat that the increase thereof should be eaten out of the 
field. V. 12. 

3rd. It was the custom to consecrate the walls of cities 
whidi had walla Since the houses within the walls, and 
the houses without the walls, were subject to a different 
law in the year of jubilee. — ^Levit. zxy. 29, SO, 31 ; 
Maimonides de Jur. AnnL Sept. et Jubileei cL xiL 14. 

That the continuous series of sabbatical years was not 
broken by the captivity, and a fresh series commenced 
when the observance was revived under the second 
temple, may be shown from the books of Jeremiah and 
Zechariah. We know from the first of these pro- 
phets that in the ninth year of the reign of Zedekiah, 
on the tenth day of the tenth month, i. e,, about the end 
of December, the army of the Chaldssans took up their 
position to besiege Jerusalem.* Some little time before 
this, we are not told how long, the people of Jerusaleni 
at the request of the king, had set free their Hebrew 
slaves, in obedience to the command, " at the end of seven 
years let ye go every man his brother an Hebrew, kc."f 
and having again brought them into bondage, on the 
temporary withdrawal of the ChaldsBan army, they were 
told by the prophet that the army should return to 
the city and destroy it. From the commencement of 
the siege of Jerusalem Qod's indignation against the 
c^ty began to be poured out. Judaea then became deso- 
late, and the land being left uncultivated began to enjoy 
her Sabbaths, "to^fulfil three score and ten years." The 
act of Zedekiah and the people, which indicates the pre- 

♦ Jerem. xxxix. 1. t xxxiv. 8- 14> 
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senoe of the sabbatical year, took place, we may aasame, 
in the summer or autumn before the siege began, shortly 
before the withdrawal of the Chaldees ; and the sabba- 
tical year wiU have ended, therefore, in the autumn of the 
ninth year of Zedekiah. Now three score and ten years 
counted firom the beginning of the siege, would have ended 
in December of some one year of Darius Hystaspes, even 
according to the current mode of computation, which no 
one on this point would be inclined to dispute ; and 
accordingly in the 24th day of the eleventh month, Fe« 
bruaiy, in the second year of Darius, these words were 
uttered : " O Lord of Hosts, how long wilt thou not have 
mercy on Jerusalem, agamst which thou hast had i/ncUg^ 
nation these three score and ten years.''* But if these 
years of indignation began, as we have seen, immediately 
after a Sabbath, they must have terminated also with a 
Sabbath. From autumn, therefore, in the first year of 
Darius, to autumn in the second of Daiius, ought to be 
a sabbatical year. And this we find was the case. For 
the second year of Darius the Median, as king over the 
reabn of the Chaldseans, was the year KC 492, in the 
autumn of which a sabbatical year ended. Not that 
I suppose the Jews really observed that year as such ; 
but it is one in the regular series of septennial years com- 
puted from those known to have been instituted by Ezra 
The series of sabbatical years, therefore, was not in- 
terrupted by the captivity at Babylon ; and as we know 
three of the years which were observed after the return 
firom captivity, we may, if they were continuous, com- 
pute the rest with unerring certainty, thus — 

* Zech. i. 7- 12. 
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PERIOD OP THE FIRST TEMPLE 

SERIES OF SEVENTY SABBATICAL YEARS COMPRISING SE- 
VENTY WEEKS FROM THE DEDICATION OF SOLOMON^S 
TEMPLE TO THE FIRST YEAR OF DARIUS THE MEDIAN. 
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''And Darius the Median took the kingdom, being 
about three score and two years old/' Dan. v. 31. That 
is to say, in the year B.c. 493. 

And "in the first year of Darius, the son of Ahasuerus, 
of the seed of the Medes,'' the angel declares, "seventy 
weeks are determined upon thy people, and upon thy 
holy dty, to finish the transgression and to make an end 
of sins, and to make reconciliation for iniquity and to 
bring in everlasting righteousness, and to seal up the 
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vision and prophecy, and to anoint the Most Holy/' — 
Dan. ix. 24 Thus a second period of seventy weeks 
begins where the first terminates, to be fulfilled in the 
anointing of Messiah, the Most Holy. 



PERIOD OF THE SECOND TEMPLE. 

SERIES OF SEVENTY SABBATICAL YEARS, COMPRISING SE- 
VENTY WEEKS FROM THE FIRST YEAR OF DARIUS TO 
THE BIRTH OF CHRIST, AND OF SIXTY-NINE SABBATICAL 
YEARS FROM THE DEDICATION OF THE TEMPLE. 



First year 


of Darius the Media/n being aboiU 62 


years 


old, B.C. 49 








Temple . 


Dedicated B.c. 486. 






B.C. September 














486 5 






346—6 




206 6 




66 5 


479—8 






839—8 




199—8 




59 8 


472—1 






332 1 




192—1 




52 1 


465 4 






325 4 




185 4 




45 4 


458—7 






318—7 




178—7 




38 7 


641-0 






811—0 




171 




81 


444 3 






304 3 




164 -3 




24-3 


7 437 6 




20- 


297 6 




40 157 6 




60-17—6 


430—9 






290—9 




150—9 




10 9 


423 2 


-10 




283—2- 


-30 


143 2—60 


62—3—2 


416—6 






276—6 




136 5 






409—8 






269-8 




129—8 






402 1 






262 1 




122 1 






396—4 






265—4 




116—4 






388—7 






248—7 




108—7 






881 






241 




101 






374—3 






234—3 




94 3 






10—367—6 




30- 


-227—6 




60 87 6 






360—9 






220 9 




80—9 






853—2 


-20 




213.2— 


10 


73 2 


-60 





Series of seven weeks aaid sixty-two weeks from the ymtg forth of the com- 
mandment to huild Jerusalem to Messiah the Prince, 



Comrnandment issued between b.o. 493 and 486. 



Seven weeks or 49 years, end in B.c. 437 28M of Artaxe^^xes Lmgimanus. 
Sixty-two weeks, or 434 years, counted from B.c. 437 to B.O. 3. 
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It will be seea that the key to the foregoing arrange- 
ment, and indeed the point upon which the whole scheme 
of the sabbatical period turns, is the historical &ct that 
BariuSy the son of Hystaspes, was sixty-two years old in 
the year B.a 493. In that year, in the first year of hia 
reign over ihe OhaldcBans, I understand the prophet to 
say, " I, Daniel, understood by books the number of the 
years whereof the word of the Lord came to Jeremiah 
the prophet, that he would accomplish seventy years iu 
the deaolationa of Jerusdlenfu" And what was the con-> 
sequence of this oonviction in the mind of Daniel ? ^' I 
set my face/' he says, " unto the Lord Qod to seek by 
prayer and supplications wiih fastings and sackcloth and 

ashe&'^ '' O^ Lord, I beseech Thee, let thine anger 

aad thy fury be turned away fix>m thy dty Jerudolefml' 

'^and eause thy &ce to shine upon thy sanctuary 

that is desclaUj' ix* 1 — 3 — 16, 1*?. The obvious infer- 
ence is that, because the period of desohition was now 
coming to an end, DanidL set himself to pray that the 
dty and sanctuary might be restored ; I cannot^ there^ 
feroy bring myself to believe that this prayer, which 
Daniel tells us was made in the reign of Darius, waa 
really spoken in the reign of Cyaxares ; and that the 
prophet meant to express^ that the seventy years' desola- 
tions of Jerusalem were to oeaae about twenty years 
after the time he was praying, that is to say, in the reign 
of another Darius, the son of Hystaspes ; nor that he 
prayed that God would cause his &ce to shine upon the 
desolate sanctuary, either twenty years before the time 
predicted by Jeremiah^ or twenty years later than his 
prayer, as strange to say is implied by the received Scrip- 
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ture chronology. I submit that the only just conclusion 
is, that the seventy years of desolation of the city were 
at the time of his supplication nearly complete, and that 
the answer immediately given to his prayer, ''seventy 
weeks are determined upon thy people and upon thy 
holy city/' must convey, that seventy weeks, or 490 years, 
were to be computed from the time when God's anger 
and fury should be turned away from his dty Jerusalem, 
V. 1 6, that is, on completion of the seventy years of " in- 
dignation.'' Now, we have already seen from the prophet 
Zechariah that the threescore and ten years of indig- 
nation against Jerusalem ceased in the second year of 
Darius,* concerning whom there is no dispute that he 
was the son of Hystaspes. So that if Scripture is allowed 
to speak for itseli^ Darius the Median of Daniel, and 
Darius, the Persian of Zechariah, are one and the same 
king, viz., Darius, the son of Hystaspes, the only sove- 
reign with that title of whom we find any record about 
the time of the captivity, and seventy sabbaths were 
ended, and a second period of seventy sabbaths com- 
menced in his reign. It is unnecessary here to enter into 
any proof of the fact, that Darius Hystaspes was sixty- 
two years old in B.C. 493, as that has been already shown 
elsewherct In what manner he was made king over 
the realm of the Chaldseans in that year, may be the 
salgect of future consid^tion. Both Cyrus and Darius 
it will be remembered, are spoken of by Herodotus as 
kings of the Medes. 

This scheme, which places the first year of Darius in 
B.€. 493, enables us to combine in one single reign all 

* Zechariah i. 14. t 3ee Appendix. 
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that is said by Daniel, Ezra, Haggai, and Zechariali con- 
cerning Darius. 1st. The seventy years desolation of 
Jerusalem cease in the beginning of the reign of Darius 
the son of Hystaspes, of the seed of the Medes, when 
he was made king over the realm of the Chaldseans, 
Dan. ix. 1. 2nd. The seventy years indignation against 
Jerusalem (Zech. i 12.) terminate in the beginning of the 
same Darius. 3rd. The age of Darius (Dan. v. 31) is about 
sixty-two in that year. 4th. The year RC. 493 is in the 
regular series of sabbaths as we have shown the first and 
second of Darius ought to be. 5th. The foundation of the 
second temple was laid (Haggai iL 18.) immediately after 
the termination of the period of anger against Jerusa- 
lem. 6th. It is the point of union between two periods of 
seventy sabbatical weeks each, the latter of which must in 
some way terminate with the anointing of the Messiah. 

There are two other arrangements with which this 
scheme may conveniently be compared at this point 
One is the common redconing, which supposes the Darius 
of Daniel to be Cyaxares, and the Darius of Ezra, Hag- 
gai and Zechariah to be the son of Hystaspes, placing 
his first year in RC. 521, when he first came to the throne 
of Persia. The other is that of Scaliger and many others, 
who place the first year of Darius in the year RC 422, 
when Darius Nothus came to the throne. 

Now the first of these arrangements combines many 
of the points required by Scripture. 1st. The seventy 
years indignation against Jerusalem, and the seventy 
years desolation of the city, terminate in the reign of 
Darius Hystaspes. 2nd. The year 521 is in the regular 
series of sabbatical years. Srd. It terminates a period of 

o 2 
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seventy sabbatical weeks reckoned upwards to the dedi- 
cation of the temple of Solomon. 4th. The foundation of 
the second temple is laad at the termination of the period 
of indignation. The scheme &ils^ however^ inasmuch aa, 
with the usual inconsistency of the received reckoning, 
Darius is supposed to be Cyaxares. Daniel is made to 
pray for the restoration of Jerusalem twenty years be- 
fore the predicted period of desolation had ceased. We 
know nothing of the age of Oyaxares in B.C. 538. And 
no second period of seventy sabbatical weeks, to the 
anointing of the Most Holy, can be reckoned from the 
year B.C. 521. 

The scheme of Scaliger, which many seem inclined in 
these days to adopt, contains only one of the characters 
required by Scripture, viz., that B.C. 422 was in the regular 
series of sabbaths. . It fails inasmuch as neither the 
seventy years indignation, nor the seventy years desola- 
tion of Jerusalem terminate in that year. We know 
nothing concerning the age of Darius Nothus in B.C. 422« 
The year b.c. 422 is neither the beginning nor the end- 
ing of any period of seventy weeks referred to in Scrip- 
ture. It is, indeed, the beginning of seventy weeks, 
terminating in the destruction of the second temple, 
A.D 70, that is to say, reckoned to the desecration of the 
Holy of Holies, but not as Scripture requires, terminating 
in anointing the Most Holy, the Messiah. 

There is one decisive answer also to this latter scheme, 
viz., that the prophet Haggai appealed, in the second year 
of Darius, to some who could remember the first temple. 
But the first temple was destroyed 139 -years, at least, 
before B.C. 421, or second of Darius Nothus. 
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It is dear that no other scheme than that which T 
have proposed, can possibly unite the two periods of 
seventy weeks, which Scripture points out as meeting in 
the first year of Dariu& And without that requirement 
no scheme can be correct 

Of the years set down as sabbatical under the first 
temple, we find, in the fifteenth year of Abb., that after 
a long neglect of the law of Moses, an attempt was made 
to renew the covenant,* and the book of the law was 
probably read in the sabbatical year B.C. 919, as com* 
mended by Moses. In the fourteenth year of Hezekiah, 
in the sabbatical year B.a 688, we know that the 8ab« 
bath was observed, and they eat in that year what grew 
of itself and did not cultivate the land, as was ordained, 
in the eighteenth year of Josiah, in the sabbatical year 
Bia 697, ^^ the king went up into the house of the Lord, 
and all the men of Judah, and the priests and the Levites 
great and small, and he read in their ears all the words 
of the book of the covenant,''t as wad commanded to be 
done in the year of releasa And lastly an attempt 
was made, as ahready observed, by Zedekiab, in the sab* 
batical year K(X 562, to observe the command in the year 
of release, by setting fteeAihe Hebrew slave& 

Under the Second Temple there is every reason to 
believe firom Josephus, that the sabbatical years were 
strictly observed, and that every year set down as such 
in the forgoing table, after the time of Ezra^ was so 
observed. 

Let us now say a few words on the subject of the year 
of Jubilee. 

* ii. Cfaron. xv. 10. 12. + iL Chi-oa uxiv. 30. 
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There is only one indubitable reference to the observ- 
ance of the year of Jubilee under the first temple, viz., 
that contained in iL Kings xix. 29, where the prophet 
Isaiah, after declaring that the army of Sennacherib shall 
return to Assyria, and not besiege Jerusalem, add% " and 
this shall be a sign unto you, ye shall eat this year such 
things as grow of themselves, and in^the second year that 
which springeth of the same : and in the third year sow 
ye and reap, and plant vineyards, and eat the fruits 
thereof" Here is a distinct reference to two consecutive 
&II0W years, which could only take place on the arrival 
of the year of Jubilee, which followed the seventh sab- 
batical year. Yet it has been said on Jewish authority 
of no mean weight,''* "we positively deny, that before 
the passage in Nehemiah x. v. 32 any notice is taken in 
Scripture of the occurrence or date of the sabbatical year 
or of the JubUee/' So that the words of the prophet 
can only be explained, as referring to the hostile occu- 
pation of the land by Sennacherib, which prevented cul- 
tivation for two successive years. But we know that 
this hostile occupation of the land lasted no such length 
of time. We are told (v. 85 ) that the destruction of 
Sennacherib's army took place on the '^sa/me, night" that 
the deliverance of the city was foretold. The prophet 
also says, ^* ye shall eat this year such things as grow of 
themselves," possibly signifying that the foreign army 
had for that season interfered with the sowing of the 
land. But why should he add, and in the second year 
that which springeth of the same, after the foreign army 
should have been withdrawn? It is clear that some 

^ In a review of my former work by a vary acute and cultivated Jew. 
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other reason for not cultivating the soil iii the second 
year must have prevailed. Sennacherib himself, in his 
annals at Nineveh, informs us that his army was other- 
wise engaged in this second year, and was not then in 
Judaea. The meaning of the words of the prophet will 
appear more plain, on reference to the original institu- 
tion of the sabbatical year and Jubilee. 

During the sabbatical year it was commanded, " thou 
Shalt neither sow thy field nor prune thy vineyard : that 
which groweth of its own accord of thy harvest thou 

shalt not reap," "the sabbath of the land shall 

be meat for you.'' During the year of Jubilee it was 
commanded, "thou shalt not sow neither reap that 

which groweth of itself" "ye shall eat the increase 

thereof owt of the field" Now the meaning of the 
command is this. The owner of the soil shall not be at 
liberty during these years of rest to appropriate to him- 
self the produce, either by reaping the com or gathering 
the grapes to carry them home. But the spontaneous 
productions of the soil shall be open to the people in 
general, to gather and eat in the field. 

The presence of an hostile army round Jerusalem would 
of course have! prevented the due observance of the law. 
The prophet Isaiah, therefore, says concerning Sennar 
cherib, " he shall not come into this city, nor shoot an 

arrow there, nor come before it with shield/' &a 

" and this shall be a sign unto you," that is, a proof and 
a memorial unto you of the truth of my words. Ye 
shall not be prevented, by the army now threatening the 
walls, from eating in the field that which groweth of its 
own accord this year, nor the next year, nor the third 
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year, when jre shall sow and reap, and plant vineyards, &c 
In what other way could the eating of the fruits of the 
field, the Bowing and reaping, be a sign that Sennacherib 
should not come before the city ? His army was de^ 
stroyed in the first of the three years, and could not 
therefore, prevent the sowing in the second The sign 
then was, that the people of Jerusalem should be able to 
gather for two successive years that which grew spon- 
taneously in iJie field. And such successive 'gathering 
could only take place when the Jubilee followed the 
sabbatical year. 

The correctness of this inference is dearly proved, by 
counting the length of the several reigns of the kings of 
Judsea from the dedication of Solomon's temple to the 
fifteenth of Hezekiah, which is exactly 392 years, or six 
periods of seven weeks, or forty-nine years each. The fif* 
teenth year of Hezekiah was, therefore, the sixth year of 
Jubilee under the first temple. But by this mode of reck- 
oning we obtain no positive date, from Script^re alona 

Let us, then, again count from the fifteenth year of 
Hezekiah downwards, according to the usual length as- 
signed to the several reigns, four periods of Jubilee, or 
1 96 yeai-s, and we come to the point when the seventy 
years of indignation against Jerusalem ceased, i. e., to 
the second year of Darius. Now, if we could show that 
a Jubilee commenced in the second year of Darius, that 
year being a fixed scriptural date, viz., B.a492, we should 
be led up to the year RC, 688-7 for the fifteenth of Heze- 
kiah, in strict agreement with the date obtained from 
profane history. 

Jewish tradition of very early date records, that the 
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year in which the second temple was <)ommenced, which 
we know was in the second year of Darius^ was a year 
of Jubilee. Babbi EUezer, who wrote either in the first 
or third century, and who is one of the most esteemed 
Jewish authorities^ has a passage to this effect: ''Ezra, 
Zerubbabel, the son of Schealtiel, and Joshua^ the son of 
Jehotzedech, went up from Babylon, and began to lament 
in the temple of the Lord, as it is said, Then arose 
Zerubbabel, the son of Schealtiel, &a Against them 
the Samaritans came in battle to the number of 180,000. 
But how are they Samaritans ? Were they not in fact 
Cutiieans? But they were called Samaritans from the 
name of the city Samaria. They endavoured also to put 
Nehemiah to death, as implied in their words^ Come let 
us consult together in some of the villages, &a (Neh. vi 
2). Moreover, they formerly impeded the work of God 
(i, €. the restoration of the temple), for two years, even to 
the yecur of JvJyUee." * 

There is a distinct reference to the year of Jubilee in 
EzekieLf All that we can gather concerning it is, that 
it would arrive some time after the Ml of JerusaleoL 
For, speaking of the siege of Jerusalem, he says, "Let 
not the buyer rejoice, nor the seller mourn — for the 
seller shall not return to that which is sold, although 
they (the buyer and seller) were yet dime." This pas- 
sage is quite sufficient to prove that the reckening of the 
Jubilees was preserved. 

We now come to the period of the second temple, during 
which I collect that one Jubilee, and one Jubilee only, 

* Rabbi Eliezer. Pirke. Vorst's Latin. translation, p. 101. 
t Ezek. vii. 12, 13. 
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was foretold to be observed We shall also find reason to 
conclude that the first Jubilee under the second temple^ 
which fell in the time of Ezra and Nehemiah, was ac- 
tually observed, at least in some particulars. We 
might infer, thsit the computation of the new sera of 
Sabbatical weeks and Jubilees, introduced by Ezra, 
would have commenced &om the date of the dedica- 
tion of the second temple, as we find it had conmienced 
from the dedication of the first temple under Solomon 
Maimonides informs us that such was the &ct. For 
he says, " In the seventh year from the building (of the 
new temple) Ezra went up, and for the second time 
brought back or restored (the sera). And from that year 
they began to compute another sera, constituting the 
thirteenth year of the second temple a sabbath. They 
computed also seven sabbaths and consecrated the fif- 
tieth year. For though the Jubilee may not have been 
observed, yet under the second temple they made the 
computation, that they might consecrate the sabbaths.* 
This thirteenth year computed from the second year of 
Darius B.C. 492, was the sabbatical year aa 479-8, which 
we find in the regular series of sabbaths actually ob- 
served, as established by Ezra, being the end of the first 
week after the dedication of the new temple in ac 486-^. 
Scripture also leads us to the same conclusion. For 
Daniel (ix. 25) writes, "Know, therefore, and under- 
stand, thet from the going forth of the commandment 
to restore and to rebuild Jerusalem unto the Messiah 
the Prince, shall be seven weeks, and three score and 
two weeks : the street shall be built again amd the vxM 

* Maimonid^ de SchofniUia et Jubilieo, cap. z. 
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even in troablous times." Here is a period of sixty- 
nine sabbatical weeks ending with the appearance of 
Messiah the Prince; ending at the same point, therefore, 
with the seventy weeks which ternunate with the 
anointing of the Messiah. They must be computed, 
therefore, firom one week later than the first of the 
seventy, viz., firom B.C. 4S6-6. 

But it will be asked, was the command to restore and 
to build Jerusalem issued in that year ? We cannot say 
with certainty in what year this command was issued. 
All we know is, that in the eight month of the second 
year of Darius the command had not then gone forth. 
For the prophet Zechariah, in that year, describes a man 
in vision, ''with a measuring line in his hand, to measure 
Jerusalem, to see what is the breadth thereoi^ and what 
is the length thereof" (Zech. ii 1, 2). It was not also till 
the fourth year of Darius, B.C. 490, that Jerusalem had 
completed her seventy years of desolation, coimting fi-om 
the capture of the city by Nebuchadnezzar. Now if the 
command to build the city was issued any time between 
B.a 490 and 486, that is to say in the midst of the first 
week, there could only be sixty-nine whole weeks fi'om 
the command to the Messiah, which weeks could only 
count firom the year aa 486-5, even if the building of 
the city had commenced a year or two befora The 
seven weeks of Daniel, therefore, which, as Sir Isaac 
Newton observed are the period of a Jubilee,* must be 
computed firom RC. 486-^ and end therefore in the sab- 

* "As the seventy, and sixty-two weeks, were Jewish weeks ending with 
sabbatical years, so the seven weeks are the compass of a Jubilee, and 
b^gin and end with actions proper for a Jubilee." — Newton on Daniel 
p. 188. 
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batical year B.C. 437-^, that is in the twenty-eighth year 
of Artaxerxes Longimanus, in which year we are in- 
formed by Josephus that the wall of Jerusalem was com- 
pleted. The dedication of the wall, which was accom- 
plished with great pomp and ceremony, fell I conceive 
in the following year ac. 486, or twenty-ninth of Artax- 
erxes, being the fiftieth year from the dedication. 

The date and history of the building of the wall of 
Jerusalem by Kehemiah, are very minutely given by 
Josephus, who concludes his account with these words : 
"And this trouble he (Nehemiah) underwent for two 
years and four months, for in so long a time was the 
wall built, in the twenty-eighth year of Artaxerxes, in 
the ninth month/'* The book of Nehemiah speaks of 
the wall having been finished in fifty*two dajnSy-f- in the 
twentieth year of Artaxerxes, j: and in this short period 
the breaches in the wall may have been filled up. But 
to complete the gates, and to perfect the wall, must have 
taken a much longer time. "Yea also, I continued in 
the work,'' says Nehemiah, " of this wall, neither bought 
we any land."§ Josephus refers to the time of the final 
completion of the work, whidi, by his account, was of 
such magnitude, that he says, he (Nehemiah), hath the 
walls of Jerusalem as an eternal monument for him- 
self || . 

Now, what reason is there for believing that a Jubilee 
was actually observed in the year b.c. 436 ? Neither Ezra 
nor Nehemiah give us any reason to believe, that the 
command, to cease from cultivating the land for two sue- 

♦ Ant. xi. 6—8. t Neh. vi. 15. J ii. 1. 

§ Neh. v., 16. II Ant. xi, 6—8. 



SCRIPTURE CHRONOLOGY. 93 

cessive years, was observed at this time. But it will 
be remembered, that one of the ceremonies to be ob- 
served in the year of Jubilee, was the consecration of 
the walls of cities, because the tenure of houses was 
differently regulated, according to their position within 
or without the walls, and this ceremony was observed. 
I will close these few remarks on the subject of the Ju- 
bilees, by what Maimonides says concerning this period. 
"After the destruction of the first temple," he says, " the 
Israelites went into exile, and the consecration of the 
walled cities of Joshua ceased. When Ezra^ however, 
went up into the land at the second entering of the nation 
into it, all those walled cities were consecrated. Because 
this taking possession in the time of Ezra, differs in no 
way from that in the time of Joshua. For in the time of 
Joshua they counted the sabbatical years and Jubilees, 
they consecrated the cities surrounded with walls, and 
paid tithes. Also at the return in the time of Ezra, they 
computed each seventh and fiftieth year, they consecrated 
walled cities, and paid tithes. The same will be done 
under the future third return, when all shall be gathered 
into the land. Then shall they begin to count the sab- 
batical years and Jubilees, then houses enclosed within 
walls shall be consecrated. Sac"* The dedication of the 
wall of Jerusalem with trumpets and great ceremony by 
Nehemiah and Ezra^'f* in the twenty-ninth of Artaxerxes^ 
though not a complete fulfilment of the ordinance of the 
Jubilee, yet is sufficient to mark the presence of the fif- 
tieth year. 

Such, then, is the outline of Scripture chronology drawn 

* Maimou. de jur. Ann. Sept. et Jub. f Neh. xii. 27. 
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from a consideration of the sabbatical years and^ Jubilees, 
leading us with precision up to the year ac. 982 as an 
epoch at which, for some reasons not expressed, the ob- 
servance of the sabbatical years ought to here com- 
menced, and for the non-observance of which the land 
of Judaea lay desolate for seventy years, that it might 
enjoy its sabbaths. By putting together also the sum 
of the reigns of the kings of Judah, and adding them 
to this period of desolation of the land, we ascertain that 
the epoch referred to is in &ct the important sera of the 
completion and dedication of the temple of Solomon. 
This is a marked epoch in Jewish history. X7p to this 
time, even from the entrance of the Israelites into the 
Holy Land, the Mosaic ritual could not have been ob- 
served in all its frdness. At the period of the dedication, 
however, Jerusalem became for the first time the " holy 

city'' the cloud descended and "the glory of the 

Lord filled the house'' then was the place chosen of 

the Lord, as foretold by Moses,* " to put his name there'^'l' 
the tribes of Israel then began to come up to Jeru- 
salem three times a-year, at the set feasts, to appear 

before the Lord and from thenceforth, in complete 

frdfilment of the Mosaic institutions, the sabbatical year 
of rest to the land ought to have been septennially ob- 
served. The strict observance, however, of the com- 
mand is not alluded to more than once throughout the 
Old Testament before the captivity, viz., in the fourteenth 
year of Hezekiah, and to all appearance the non-cultiva- 
tion of the land in that year was not voluntary, but 
constrained by the presence of the army of the Assyriana 

• Deut xii 5. t i. Kings Yiii. 29, 48, 44. ' 
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The computation of the sabbatical years, howev^, was 
preserved by the prophets; and, as we have seen, the 
presence of the seventh year was occasionally marked by 
an attempt to perform some one or more of the observ- 
ances commanded in the year of release, such as reading 
in the ears of the people the Book of the Law, or setting 
the captive Hebrews free. Since the number of sabbaths 
to be enjoyed by the land was neither more nor less 
than seventy, neither more nor less than 420 years of 
non-observance could have preceded them. For if a 
longer period had elapsed than 420, the land at the end 
of the seventy years would still have remained de- 
frauded of some of her sabbaths. And these seventy 
years having ended in the beginning of the reign of 
Darius, seventy weeks of years, also terminated in that 
reign. 

I^ then, it be true, as I am firmly and sincerely per- 
suaded it is true, that a second period of seventy weeks 
began to be reckoned ftoia the point of completion of the 
first period,* in the reign of Darius — in a year expressly 
defined, as one in which a king bearing that title was 
about sixty-two years old — and that in no year about 
the time spoken oi^ except in B.C. 493, can a king called 
Darius, and also of the age specified, be found in history 
— ^then do the Hebrew Scripttires, I say, contain a system 
of chronology more clearly and precisely defined than 
can be found in the records of any heathen nation what- 
ever, reaching more than 200 years higher than the 
earliest of the heathen aeraa The Sabbatic sera ia more 
certain and defined than the Olympic, which is said to 

* iSee Haggai ii 19. '< From tlitf di^ wiU I blM 701L'* 
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begin in RC. 776, but concerning which in the days of 
Plutarch no very respectful opinions were entertained 
It is mpre axjcurately fixed, as regards the first year, than 
the sera of the building of Borne, said to be RC. 753, but 
of which Niebuhr speaks as " merely an imaginary date,"* 
and is more strictly in unison throughout with astrono- 
mical records and calculations than the era of Nabonas- 
sar, which begins in B.0. 747, and which, as I have already 
shown, is at variance with the eclipse of Thales as re- 
gards the reign of the successor of Nabopalassar. 

Some, however, may stiU be disposed, with Prideaux, 
to deny the use of the sabbatic period towards the settler- 
m^nt of Scripture chronology. I wiU now, therefore, set 
it aside for the moment^ and taking the seventy weeks 
of Daniel, with Prideaux, aa merely signifying a period 
of 490 years, endeavour to veiify fi:om Scripture, inde- 
pendently of heathen authorities, the several dates set 
down at the beginning of this chapter as ascertained 
from exclusively heathen sourcesi. 

Our starting point shall be the fifteenth year of Tibe- 
rius Caesar, when " Jesus himself began to be about thirty 
years of age."t The fifteenth of Tiberius began in 
autumn A.D. 28. And if Christ was bom in Dec RC. 3, 
he would have completed his thirtieth year in Dec, A.D, 
28. We are led, therefore, by Scripture to the latter 
part of the year B.c. 3, for the birth of the Messiah, the 
Most Holy. From thence we count 490 years to the 
first year of Darius, the son of Ahasuerus, of the seed of 
the Medes, bringing us to year KC 493. 

From the second year of Darius we count upwards 

* " Lecture on Ancient Hiatory,'* voL iii. p. 169. f Luke iii 1 -23. 
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of seventy years to the siege of Jerusalem, RC. 562, by 
which we ascertain that the 

RC. 

Kinetoenth year of Kebuchadnezzar king of Babylon, when he 
carried away the two tribes, and burnt the Temple of 
Jerusalem, was ...... 560 

TEABS. 

From thence we count 10 for Zedekiah's reign 

8 to the end of Jehoiakim*a 4th year 



18+660=678 

Making the 4th year of Jehoiakim, or the Ist year of Nebu- 
chadnezzar ....... 678-9 

And since a king of Assyria was still reigning in the last year 
of Josiah, and Nineveh was then standing, and In the 4th 
of Jehoiakim Nineveh is not mentioned in the enumeration 
of the kingdoms to be destroyed by the king of Babylon, 
Nineveh must have &llen, as usually supposed,* between 
the last of Joiiah, and the end of the 4th of Jehoiakim, 
say in . . . . . . . 679 

V 

xBABS. 

We then compute 4 for Jehoiakim. 

32 for Jehohahaz and Josiah. 
2 for Amon. 
56 for Manasses. 
16 to the 14th year of Hezekiah. 



109+678=687 

Making the 14th of Hezekiah, when Judiea was invaded 
by Sennacherib, ..... 687-6 

iBVom this date we compute : — 



18 


For Hezekiah 


15 


Ahaz 


16 


Jotham 


62 . 


Uzziah 


29 


Amaziah 


40 


Joash 


6 


Athaliah 


1 


Ahi^fth 


8 


Jehoram 


26 . . 


Jehosophat 



• See "CUnton's Chronology," Vol. i. p. 269. 
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41 


Aaa 


3 


Abijah 


17 


Rehoboam 


29 


11th of Solomon 



295+687=982 

B.a 

Making the epoch of the dedication of Solomon's Temple, and 
of the full establiahment of the Jewish rites and ceremonies 
in the Holy City ...... 982-3 

And now let the reader ask himself these questiona 

1st. Is it the result of comcidence, or of truth, that 
490 years, counted upwards from the birth of Christ, 
should lead exactly to the year in which a king called 
Darius was SiXty4wo years of age ? 

2nd. !rhat counting fl^gain the required number of 
years frdm tho firdt year of Darius, eo fixed, to the 
destruction of Jerusalem, should lead us to the year 
B.C. 560, the precise date of that event pointed out 
by a writer living 200 years before the Christian aera ? 
3rd. That the date of the 1 4th year of Hezekiah,* com- 
puted from the two previous dates^ should be found to 
coincide within one year with the 3rd year of Sen- 
nacherib) as fixed by the ehnoi&ologifitd of the Macedo- 
nian period? 4th. And lastly, that the time of the 
dedication of Solomon's temple, computed from the 
three previous dates, should exactly correspond with a 
date formed from Poly bins and Josephus ? 

I leave to the candour akd judgement of the reader to 
give his decisive verdict on theise questions, yea, or nay. 

* There is a discrepancy of one year between the sacred and pro£me 
computation, which I cannot quite explain. Possibly the invasion of 
Sennacherib, and then ojf lUibshekah, spread over the 18th and 14th of 
Hezekiah ; the Ulness of Hezekiah being in the 14th. 
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CHAPTER VI. 

,It now merely remains for me to draw attention to 
certain difficulties involved in the foregoing arrangement 
of Scripture chronology, which, though not overlooked, 
have not been adverted to, lest the outline of the chrono- 
logical arrangement should have been broken by the dis- 
cussion. Difficulties of course, either apparent or real, 
there must be ; for it is not to be supposed that the 
current chronology should have so long maintained its 
ground, amidst the many discrepancies between it and 
established dates which I have pointed out, unless it 
had been supposed that greater difficulties attended any 
other mode of adjustment. 

I have observed that where classical and Scriptural 
authority are at variance, my decided inclination is to 
prefer the latter — ^that when Daniel speaks of his own 
master, Parius, he does not allude to Cyaxares, but to 
Darius the son of Hystaspes — and that Ahasuerus is 
tmdoubtedly Xerxes. It will be asked, then, how do 
I explain the passage which lies at the foundation of 
my system, Dan. ix. 1, where Darius, the son of Hys- 
taspes according to my interpretation, is called by Daniel 
the son of Ahasuerus. Either, therefore, Darius is here 
spokei^ of H3 the son of Xerxes, which we know to be 
not true ; or Ahasuerus signifies Hystaspes, which is 
contrary to what I have affirmed. What then did 
Daniel really intend to convey in tim passage? For 
whatever he may have written, he could not have been 

H 2 
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mistaken in the title of the king, considering that he 
was one of the principal governors over his dominions. 
What then did he wiite? This it is difficult now to 

determine. Of one thing, however, we may be quite 

» 

certain, viz., that if Ahasuerus really signifies Xerxes, he 
could not have written, " Darius, son of Xerxes,'^ aa we 
find it in the present Hebrew. 

It might be boldly affirmed that Daniel wrote originally 
" Darius the son of Hystaspes," and that Ahasuerus in the 
present copies is a corruption. This of course would ob- 
viate all difficulty. But I do not think that the error lies 
in the title, because in the oldest Greek translation of the 
original, viz., the old Septuagint, we read : — ^''Etovs^'/ocutov 

hrl Aapciov rov iBikp^ov dwo t^s ycvcas rqs Mi/StK^s, oi €pacrt- 
\€vcrav hrl rqv Pacrikeiav rtov xaXSaiiav, Shewing that 

Ahasuerus=Xerxes was then in the text. The error, I 
think, lies in the mode of coupling the two titles, Darius 
and Xerxes. This translation of Daniel was made three 
or four hundred years before the present Hebrew text 
was finally settled, somewhere near the time of those 
learned writers to whom we have referred of the Mace- 
donian period ; and the original text from which it was 
taken would appear to have spoken of two kings, ot* 
€pacriX.€vcrav &c., viz., Xerxes, €7ri Aapiiov. And that two 
kings were then reigning together, we may also infer from 
the same Septuagint translation of the Chaldee passage, 
chap. V. 81, where, speaking of the same Darius, we read: 

Kat 'A/5Ta^€/5^i/s 6 TO)v MrjSfav 7rap€\ad€ rrjv pacriXeiav, Kai 
Aap€£09 irXrifyqs rcov rj/x€p(ov Kai 6v3o^os €v yrjpei, 

* Perhaps originally ori. The Hebrew word may be translated either 
who or when. 
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The original Chaldee copy, not now extant, spoke of 
a king, called in tlie translation Artaxerxes, who came to 
the throne when Darius was an old man. And, if we 
may suppose this Artaxerxes of the Greek translation 
from the Chaldee, to be Xerxes of the Greek translation 
from the Hebrew, Darins and Xerxes are spoken of as 
reigning together in both the passages. 

Let us compare the several -passages in Daniel and 
Ezra, &a, which speak of Darius and Ahasuerus, and 
consider w^hat light this suggestion throws upon them. 

DANIEL V. 31. 

CHALDER OLD LXX. FROM CHALDEE. 



And Darius the Median took 
th,e kingdom, being about three 
score and two years old. 



And Artaxerxes the Median took 
the kingdom, and Darius full of 
years and yenerable with age: 



CHAPTER IX 1. 

HEBREW. OLD LXX, FROM HEBREW, 



In the first year of Darius the 
son of Ahasuerus, of the seed of 
the Medes, which was made king 
over the reahn of the Chaldaeans. 



In ^e first year under Darius, 
(son) of Xerxes, of the seed of 
the Medes, which kings reigned 
over the reahn of the ChaldaBwns. 



EZRA IV. 



HEBREW. 



6. And in the the reign of Aha- 
suerus, in the beginning of his 
reign, wrote they, &c. 

CHALDEE. 

7. And in the reign of Artaxerxes 
wrote Bislam, &c. 



The mention of Ahasuerus, both 
by Josephus and in the first book 
of Esdras, is omitted, shewing that 
Ahasuerus and Artaxerxes are the 
same. 



CHAPTER VI. 

CHALDEE. 
14. And they builded and finished it (the temple) according to the com- 
mandment of the God of Israel, and according to the com man d m ent 
of Cyrus, and Bariui, and Artaxerxes, Iciny of Persia. And this house 
was finished in the third day of the month Adai*, which was in the 
sixth year of the reign of Darius. 
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HEBREW. 

22. " For the Lord had made them joyful and turned the heart of th» 
king of Assyria" — that is, the heart of Darius, now king over the 
reahn of the Chaldseans. 

CHAPTER VII. 

HEBRBVr. JOSEPHUS> xi v. 1. 

1. Now after these things in the Upton the death of Darius, Xep- 

reign of Artaxerxes, king of xes, his son, took the kingdom. — 

Persia, Ezra, the son of Se- Thefre was tf ow in Babylon a light- 

raiah-- — wetit up from Bal^- eous mm' — ^he was the principal 

Ion. priest of the people, and his name 

was Eddms. 

ESTHER. 

The events related in the Canonical book of Esther are placed in the 
i^eign of Ahasuerusr=Xerxes. 
I*h6 Septuagint translation pkces them in the reign of Ai^taxerxds. 

There is much difficulty, it must be admitted, in re- 
conciling these various passages as they stand with 
known history. The common mode of interpretation is 
thus, from the first four passages : the contradictions in 
Which cannot b6 more Complete, there being no less than 
five contradictions in four namea 

B.O. 538 Darius, the son of Ahasuerus &= Cyaxares, son of Astyages. 
530 . ... Ahasuerus =CambyBes. 

522 . . . Artaxerxes == Smef dis. 

From the latter passages, which relate to the time of 
the building the temple, by the command of Darius and 
Artaxerxes, in the sixth year of l>aTius, the common 
mode of reconciliation is by supposing the temple to 
have been built by decrees running from the year 

B.C. 521, second year of Darius=Dariusy the son of Hystaspes 

to the year 

454, first of Artaxerxes = Artaxerxes Longiinanus, 

thus spreading tl^e period of the building over 67 years. 
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in coutradjiction of tbe expirees words^ that " this house 
was finished/' in the sixth year of the reign of Darius.'' 

On the other hand, the chronological arrangement 
which I have proposed soems to lead to the following 
condusiona, by means of which Scripture and pro&ne 
history may be perfectly reconciled. 

1st That Ahaauerus, of the Hebrew, and Artaxerxes, 
of the translations, both signify the same king, Xerxe& 

2nd. That Xerxes was placed on the throne of Persia 
by his fisbther, Darius, when, at sixty-two years of age, 
he himself became king oyer the Chaldseans, or king of 
Assyria^ and that all that is relp^^ed concerning thefto 
kings took place within the fourteen years from B.C. 493 
to 479. 

Now, that Ahasuerus and Artaxerxes both signify the 
same king, Xerxes, we are justified in assuming, 1st be- 
cause Ahasaerus »*< Xerxes of the book of Esther, was 
translated Artaxerxes in the Septuagint ; and the Tar- 
gum on the book of Esthar tells us, that this was the 
king who stopped Udlq building of the temple for two 
years (called in the book of Ezra, Ahasuerus and Artaxer^ 
xes). 2nd., because Josephus tells us that Artaxerxes, in 
whose jreign Ezra oame to Jerusalem, was Xerxes»Aha- 
suerua 3rd., .beoaufie AhasueruB«»Xerxes in the Hebrew, 
Ezra iv. 6, appears to be one ynih Artaxerxes in the 
Chaldee,* v. 7. 4th., becauBe in Daniel vi. 31, we read 
in the translation of the Chaldee, Artaxerxes. And in 
ix. 1. we ready as I think referring to the same king, in 

* The book of Ezra, like the book of Daniel^ has be^i compiled partly 
from a history written in Chaldee, partly from a history written in 
Hebrew, and the two histories appear to overlap at Ch. iv. 6, 7, making 
apparently two kings of one. 
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the Hebrew, Ahasuems, and in the translation of the 
Hebrew, Xerxes. 

The book of Dtoiel, sus we now possess it, I conceive 
to have been compiled partly from certain writings of the 
prophet preserved in Hebrew at Jerusalem, and partly 
from certain other writings preserved in a Chaldee trans* 
lation, probably amongst the dispersed beyond the Eu- 
phrates, and that wherever in the original Ahasnerus 
was written, it was translated Artaxerxes, either in the 
Chaldee or the Greek. On this hypothesis^ Daniel must 
have written in Ch. v. 31, according to the copy trans- 
lated in the old LXX. "And Ahasuerus, the Median, 
took the kingdom, and Darius fiill of years, &a,'' that is, 
about three score and two years old, according to our 
present copy* 

And in Ch. ix. 1. to produce consistency, we must read 

instead of Aapeiov r6»v W^p^v^ Aapeiov Kat tSjep^ov, 

This slight alteration of Kat, for tov, in the Septuagint, 
and of T for js, in the Hebrew, appears to me to satisfy 
aU requirements. We are quite sure, as I before ob- 
served, that Daniel did not write Darius son of Xerxes. 

^ But if Daniel intended to inform us, that AhaBueru$= 
Xerxes came to the throne when his jBsither Darius was 
growing infirm and about sixty-two years of age, that 
is in the year nc. 493, it is a piece of historical informar 
tion most valuable, for it enables us to explain the suc- 
cession of Persian kings in the book of Ezra^ It is 
perfectly consistent with the account in Herodotus viL 
1, 2, where he tells us that after the defeat of the Per- 
sians at the battle of Marathon, B.c. 490, all Asia was in 
a state of agitation for three years, and that Egypt re- 
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volted in the fourth, about which time Xerxes wag de- 
clared successor to the throne, according to the Persian 
law, that the king should appoint his successor before 
undertaking any expedition. 

And if such an appointment was required by law, 
during the preparations for the invasion of Greece, which 
ended in the battle of Salamis, it is no unreasonable as- 
sumption to suppose that Xerxes may have been before 
appointed governor, or king in Persia in Ra 493, during 
the preparations for the invasion of Greece, which pre* 
ceded the battle of Marathon. 

There is a passage in Thucydides which seems to hr 
vour this opinion. For he tells us that when Themis* 
todes fled from Ath^is in RC 471, he wrote to Artaxerxes 
son of Xerxes, ''who was lately come to the throne/' 
Now, if Artaxerxes Longimanus came to the throne in 
B,c. 472, the twenty-one years usually given to Xerxes 
would have commenced in Ra 493.* Be this as it may, 
Daniel seems to tell us that the accession of Xerxe8=Aha* 
suerus was in that year. When Ezra, therefi^re, CL iv. 6, 
writes, ''And in the reign of Abasuerus in the beginning 
of his reignt wrote they an acciisation against the in- 
habitants of Judah and Jerusalem,^' and v. 24, " then 
ceased the work of the house of God which is at Jem- 

* ThU accefaon of Artaxerxes must bare beea in eosjtuictum with 
Xerxes, and Xerxes must have reigned seven jean more sdUr thai time. 

f Dr. Hincks lias obsenred that the expression ^'l^c^ginning of the 
reign" generally signifies thai period whkh preceded the jean counted 
as the year of accession. ** Thus on the Kimrud Obelisk^ lines 25, 26, 
the king first mentions a conquest which he ma/!e in the beginning of 
his rdgn (which would be styled the Ust year of his predecessor) and 
then the conquest of his first year." — ^Trans. Boy. Iri^h Academy, Vol 
xxii p. 367. 
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Balem^ so it ceased unto the second year of the reign of 
Darius king of Fereia/' he means to say that Xerxes in 
the faegimung of EC 493, perhaps at the instigation of 
Haman (as the Targum on Esther affirms), caused the 
building of the temple to oease, until the twenty-fourth 
day of the ninth month of the second year of Darius 
Hystaspes, Jan. B.O. 491, when the building again went 
on to completion. And now, aJso, we can understand, 
how this decree that the building should cease, which 
according to the laws of the Medes and Persians could 
not be altered, came to be so eaaily set aaide, that we 
findihe Jews, notwithstandirg it, again actively employed 
in ihe work, and the governors unable " to cause them 
to cease until the matter came to Darius/' (Ezra v. 5.) 
The mai)ter was referred to Darius no doubt as supreme, 
and the command of the subordinate king is not so much 
as even mentioned in the reference to Darius. 

Again, when Ezra writes, vi. 14, that in the sixth year 
of Darius, B.C. 487, the temple was finished according to 
the commandment of Cyrus and Darius, jmd Artaxerxes 
king of Persia, how simple is the explanation when we 
know that in that year Darius and Xerxes were both on 
the throne. 

Another objection may be raised, perhaps, against the 
foregoing axrangement from Daniel xL 2, where in the 
first year of Darius, the Mede, it is said, " there shall 
stand up yet three kings in Persia, and the fourth," that 
is Xerxes, "shall be richer than they all,'" which, if spoken 
in the reign of Darius son of Hystaspes, would simply 
be untrue. But here again the Old Lxx. confirms my 

view by reading l^ov t/ocis ^ao-iActs av^co-nJKao-iv iv rrj 



I 
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U^pa-i^i, which is the eatnple truth, if spoken in that reign. 
In fisMst, the Hebrew word may be read eith^ "hithjerto/* 
or ** henceforth." 

Further consideration will be required before fixing 
the ex^ct poidtion of the reigns of Cjmis^ and of Bel- 
sbazzar. I will merdy here observe, that an important 
result of brmging down the reign of tiie Oynis of Scrip* 
ture will be^, to remove an anomaly in the pres^it mode 
6f exposition of a passage in Daniel, where the prophety 
in speaking, in the third year of Cyrus, of the *' Prince 
of the kiDgdom of Persia^ and the " Prince of Qreda " 
(Jaran or Ionia) is supposed to countenance the strange 
doctrine, that tutelary angels, presiding over the Persians 
and Greeks, were th^i contending with eadu other, and 
even tiimrarting the pui'poses of the Alntigbty. This 
exposition must, I am sure, be most unsatisfaotory, even 
to the expositors themsetvea' But there is no mode of 
escaping from it, according to the rec^ved chronology. 
The distiiijct evidence of Daniel in the passage, — the 
highest possible authority in the motter-^is, that in the 
third year of Cyrus, the supreme sovereign, there was 
also rdgmng a prince dr subordinate rtder of "the kingu 
dom of Persia,'^ and the time spoken of appeais to be 
shortly before the reverses experienced by Darhis, soon 
after which the &Tpanfjy6^ *EAA^iwv (Old LXX.) or the 
the govemer of Javan (Ionia), made war upon Persia^ 
and burned Sardes. All this, however, must be the sub- 
ject of consideration hereatfler. 

In conclusion, — If I found any favour in the eyes of 
my readers — df I have succeeded in removing any ob- 
stacle which may have checked their study df, or weak- 
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ened their reverence for the words of the sublime and 
holy Daniel — ^if I have shewn any reason for believing 
that historical information, as minute, and more so, than 
can be gathered from classical authorities may be col- 
lected from this sacred book, and from the book of Ezra, 
concerning the kings of Persia in the days of the capti- 
vity and restoration of the Jews from Babylon — ^let me 
crave assistance, from those who can command more lei- 
sure and ability than I can, in filling up the details of 
the outline of Scripture chronology which I have pointed 
out Much labour, much reading, and more critical ac- 
quaintance with the sacred text than I possess, will be 
required to accomplish this object. That the complete 
adjustment of sacred and profane history will be one day 
effected — ^that profane history at this point, as at present 
interpreted, will be found at fault — ^and that the record 
of the holy prophet will be minutely and clearly veri- 
fied — I feel as certain, as when (in no vanity is it writ- 
ten), from conviction solely, that the word of God cannot 
lie, and that the word which he had deigned to utter 
through his angel to the prophet, concerning the time of 
the appearance of the " Most Holy'' here on earth, could 
not but literally have been frilfilled, I ventured, in the 
fa^ce of the highest authority, to declare that science was 
at fault, and that the date of that eclipse which bears so 
important a part in fixing the chronology of Scripture, 
and which in fact was the main obstacle in the way of a 
solution of the .diflB^culty, would sooner or later be proved 
to have been erroneously calculated. 

My pains and labour in this instance have been re- 
warded. But there is still an earthly reward which I 
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covet with my whole heart, viz., that I may be the means 
of removing, if even partially, the veil which now sepa- 
rates Christian and Hebrew brethren from each other 
— ^that I may induce my Hebrew brethren to give more 
earnest heed to the words of that prophet who has spo- 
ken to them concerning the " Son of Man,'" and who has 
specially foreshadowed the destinies of his chosen people. 
Theirs, indeed, is the appointed task which I have been im- 
perfectly endeavouring to perform. It is their part, and 
their duty, to vindicate the honour of that sacred book 
which has been committed to their charge, and which in 
these days has been blasphemed. Would that I could 
rouse the Israelite to a sense of the dignity of his charge: 
— ^would that I could wake the dormant energy of this 
chosen generation — ^this royal priesthood — this holy na- 
tion — this peculiar people, and that with their deep 
knowledge of the sacred text — ^their experience of the 
meaning of oriental terms — ^they would roU back the tide 
of criticism upon these modem heathen commentators. 
Is there no David midst all the host of Israel, who will 
stand up and defy these enemies of his word, in the 
name of the living God ? Is not this their appointed 
duty i Was it not for this that they were chosen out of 
the nations of the whole earth ? Not merely to preserve 
the sacred volume from corruption, a part which they 
have most faithfully performed, but to spread the truth 
of the word to the uttermost part of the eartL To be in 
fact the salt of the eartL Alas, for how many centuries the 
salt has lost it savour. " For ask now of the days that 
are past, which were before thee, since the day that Qod 
created man upon the earth, and ask from the one side 
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of heaven unto the other, wheiiier there has been any 
such tiling as this great thing is, or hath been heard like 
it ? Did ever people hear the voice of God speaking out 
of the midst of the fire, as thou hast heard V To wbat 
nation under heaven, except to this chosen nation, did 
the Holy One of Israel deign to manifest himself in per- 
son at the appointed time, though they knew him not ? 
To what notion iznder heaven, has lie declared that he 
will manifest himself again, except to this nation, when 
he will " pour upon the house of David and upon the in-r 
habitants of Jerusalem the spirit of grace and suppUca- 
tion'"— ^when ^' there shall come out of Sion the Deliverer, 
who shall tuTu away ungodliness from Jacob : for this is 

my covenant with them whan I shall take away their 

• if 
Buas. 

And now what hindesreth the union of Hebrews and 
Christians in running the saruB course? Are we not 
both waiting and looking for the same Deliverer? Do 
not Ohiistians as well as Jews believe, that when he shall 
appear, Israel shall again resume her epiiitual pre-emi- 
nence over the nations of the earth? Has it ni>t he&3. 
said by the Christian jq)ostle, ^^if the castiiaig away of 
tl&em be the reconciling of the world, what shall the re-^ 
ceiving of them be, but life firom the dead ?^ 

I have before me a Jewiek CbUiecbiflm, ia which the 
Ittb article of belief runs ikos :-^'' That the Almighty 
God wiQ send a Messias to redeem his people, and that 
though yjon should meet witii delays, neverijidess expect 
Um. Tins Messiah 'shall be of the QfEspring c£ Dfl/rid, a 
brandu of the sooi ^of Jesse ike Bethlfwnita He tphaJl 
establisli justiae on ihe eartibi, and judge many netims; 
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righteousness shall be the girdle of his loins, he ^all see 
his seed and prolong his days over his kingdom ; and 
there will be no other diflference betwe^i the present 
State of the world, and what it shall be at the time of 
the Messiah's coming. But that the kingd(»a, as it was 
originally, shall return to the people of Israd, and they 
shall inhabit their OMm land, build their temple, and <^er 
Bacriflces ais they did in their pimitive station: the 
priests shall attend their service, and the Levites glorify 
Ood in then* hymns. The t^i l^ibes earned into capti- 
vity by the king of Affiyria, and not since known or 
h^rd of, shall again be discovered, and joined to the 
tribes of Jttdah and Benjamin.'* 

There id little in this article which a Christian may not' 
b^ievA There is iMlB in it which I a.nd many do not 
profess to be^ve. And why ? Because we believie that 
the Jews more truly interpret the words o£ the propheits 
than t^ose who venture to do aw^ with the dix«ct mean- 
ing of ^xpressiovis by what they call spiritual inteipreta- 
tiona Moreover, * I surely belfeve,'' with the pkms Tobit^ 
"^ i&Ose things which iTonas the ^K)pbet fspeim of Nineveh, 
that it shall be o^^^^hrown : and that for a time peace 
shall rather be in Media : and that our brethren shall be 
scattered in the earth from that good land : and Jeru- 
salem shall be desolate, and the house of God in it shall 
be burned, and shall be desolate for a time. And that 
again Grod will have mercy on them, and bring them 
again into the land, where they shall build a temple, but 
not like to the first, until the time of that age be ful- 
filled : and afterward they shall return from aU places 
of their captivity, and build up Jerusalem gloriously, and 
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the house of God shall be built in it for ever, with a 
glorious building, as the prophets have spoken thereof." 
— ^Tobit, xiv 4, 5. 

Now "the time of that age'' is nearly fulfilled. The 
time for Israel's redemption is surely near at hand. Who 
that studies that sacred book, of which it is written, 
" Blessed is he that readeth, and they that hear the 
words of this prophecy,"* does not feel, that two of the 
heavy "Woes" predicted upon corrupt and idolatrous Chris- 
tianity, have nearly, if not quite been fulfilled ? Who that 
deigns to examine, can fail to perceive in the symbolical 
portrait, depicted under the " second woe," the features 
of that tottering Eastern nation — ^the scourge of Chris- 
tianity for nearly four hundred years — ^which is now 
hastening to its fall ? And when that power shall have 
ceased to tyrannize over " the third part of men," what 
are we told shaU follow ? 

" The second "Vtoe is past : and behold the third cometh 
quickly. And the seventh angel sounded and there were 
great voices in heaven, saying. The kingdoms of this 
world are become the kingdoms of our Lord, and of his 
Messias, and he shall reign for ever and ever."-f* 



* Rey. 1.8. f Rev. xi. U, 16. 
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LETTERS TO THE EDITOR OP THE *'ATHEN^UM" PUBUSUED 

IN 1851 AND 1852. 

Clay^more, Enfield, 
The communication of Colonel J8»awlinson to your paper 
of the 23rd of August is one of the deepest interest to 
those who are engaged in the study of Scripture and pro- 
fane chronology. Will you allow me, therefore, through 
your medium to ofter some suggestions to the Colonel and 
those occupied in deciphering the annals of the Ansyrian 
kings with regard to the chronology of the period ; and 
also to direct their attention to one or two points which 
they have the means at once of verifying or the contrary? 

The current Scripture chronology of the reign of Heze- 
kiah, which governs that of Shalmanezer and Sennacherib, 
appears to me highly defective ; inasmuch as that reign, 
which is placed between the years RC. 726 and 698, stands 
eighteen years above the first year of Asaradin, king of 
Babylon, of the Canon of Ptolemy, B c. 680. For, this 
last king can be no other than the Esarhaddon of Scrip- 
ture, and the Asordanes of Polyhistor ; and Polyhistor re- 
lates that Sennacherib placed him on the throne of Ba- 
bylon during his reign in Assyria. The reign of Hezekiah 
ought therefore to be found in part concurrent with that 
of Ptolemy's Asaradin. Mr. Clinton in his " Chronology" 
— and Sir Henry Ellis in his edition of Blair's " Tables" — 
have been compelled therefore to substitute the Asordanes 
of Polyhistor for the Apronadius of the Canon B.C. 699: — 
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for which there is no warrant, and which is clearly con- 
trary to the meaning of Polyhistor's record. 

If we will consent to accept the evidence ef Polyhistor 
as it is written (preserved by Eusebius, though rejected 
by him), and also the evidence of another independent 
writer of the third century before Christ, preserved by 
Clemens Alexandrinus, Strom. 1, viz., Demetrius the Jew, 
— the whole chronology of the period becomes plain and 
consistent. 

Eusebius remarks, that Polyhistor places the first year 
of Sennacherib 88 years before the reign of the successor 
of Nabopalassar. Now, here we have a fixed point to 
start fi:om. For the years of the reign of Nabopalassar 
are certified by an eclipse observed at'Babylon in his fifth 
year ; and adding 88 years to the last year of his reign B.c. 
605, brings us to B.C. 693 for the first year of Sennacherib^ 

Polyhistor gives 18 years to Sennacherib, and 8 to his 
son, who we know was Essirhaddon. So that Esarhaddon 
ceased to reign in the year RC. 668, — the very year of the 
death of Asaradin of the Canon at Babylon. The correct- 
ness of Polyhistor's statement is thus strongly confirmed 

Again, — Demetrius the Jew informs us (and whose 
authority could be better 1) that the Ten Tribes were car- 
ried away 473 years and 9 months before the reign of 
Ptolomy Philopater — ^that is 473 years 9 months + 221 
years 2 months « 694 years 11 months = Feb. ac. 696 : — 
which fixes the sixth year of the reign of Hezekiah, in 
which Samaria was taken by Shalmanezer, to the second 
year before Sennacherib came to the throne of Nineveh. 
Thus is Colonel Rawlinson's suggestion of a second inva- 
sion of Palestine towards the end of the reign of Shal- 
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manezer confirmed. As tlie records of this king at Khor- 
sabad extend to his fifteenth year, and Samaria was be- 
sieged by him for three whole years, his reign must have 
lasted not less than 18 years. If we say, 19 years, the 
first of Shahnatiezer will fall in KC. 7^C'^hi<^^ ^ ^^^ 1^^ 
year of the reign of Pekah, king of Ismel : — ^which throws 
light on a passage in Isaiah not before interpreted. For 
the inscriptions relate that Shalmanezer in his first year 
(fi.c. 712) came against Samaria; and Isaiah, writing 
while Ahas and Pekah were both reigning, — ^that is, be- 
tween ac. 715 and 712, — ^predicts that before his son shall 
be able to cry " my father and my mother,'* — ^that is, be- 
fore two years shall have expired, — " the spoil of Samaria 
shall be taken,*' — Isaiah, viil 4. The predicted invasion 
is that recorded at Khorsabad, when 27,000 £a>milies and 
tipwards wer^ carried away. 

Now, the questions I would ask are : — 

1st. Do the inscriptions bear out the suggestion that 
Pekah, and not Hosea, was the captive on this invasion ? 

2nd. Do they confirm the statement of Polyhistor, that 
Bennaoherib during his reign over Assyria placed his son 
Esarhaddoh on the throne of Babylon ? 

If these points are confirmed, I feel no doubt of the 
correctness of the inclosed table of the chronology* of 
that period ; and I shall hereafter take the liberty of com- 
municating the interesting results, as regards Scripture 
chronology between this period and the birth of Christy 
whidi necesiMirily flow from it. 

I am, &a 

Ath&neeum, Sept. 13, 1851. J. W. BoSANQUET. 

' * The ehrdiioloiglcal tables afe omitted as unnecessary. 

I 2 
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Claysmore, Enfidd, 
Since my last communication, I have met with what 
appears to me a striking confirmation of my view of the 
chronology of the Assyrian kings. Colonel Bawlinson 
states, fi-om the inscriptions at Koyunjik, that Sennache- 
rib, in liis third year, " undertook an expedition against 
Lulyia, king of Sidon (the 'EA.ovXatos of Meander), in 
which he was completely successful." Now, in Theon's 
copy of the Astronomical Canon, we find that a king 
called lAovXatos began to reign in the twenty-sixth year 
of the sera of Nabonassar, — rc. 726 ; and Josephus tells 
us, ix, 14, that amongst the Archives of Tyre there was 
an account of an expedition of Shalmanezer against 
'EXovAatos, king of Tyre, which was successfiiUy resisted 
for five yea«,-and that he reigned thirty-six years. 
He was conquered, it appears, by Sennacherib, in that 
king's third year ; and Sennacherib's third I assume to 
be concurrent with the last year of the king of Tyre. 
But if the first year of 'EA.ovA.aios of Babylon was B.c. 
726, his thirty-sixth year was (supposing him also to 
have been the king of Tyre) B.c. 691, which is the third 
year of Sennacherib in my table : — ^thus exactly coin- 
ciding with the date given by Polyhistor, and confirmed 
by Demetriua 

Allow me to mention here, that in a work on Chrono- 
logy published by me in 1848, I had considered that the 
dates of Demetrius should be counted from Fhilopator, 
as king of Judsea. I now see that they count from his 
reign in Egypt, which throws all my dates about five 
years higher. Your correspondent J. G. asks — "How 
could Merodach-Baladan, the son of Baladan, be in a 
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position to send an emba^y to an enemy of Sennacherib 
near about the third year of the latter king's reign, i^ as 
the inscription informs us, the Babylonians under Mero- 
dach-Baladan, their king, were subjugated by Sennache- 
rib at the very commencement of his reign?" If J. G. 
will turn to a fragment of Polyhistor, in the Armenian 
copy of Eusebius, he will find that Merodach-Baladan 
forcibly obtained possession of the throne of Babylon 
for six months in the fourth or fifth year preceding the 
accession of Asordanes, or Asaradin of the Canon, — ^that 
is, in the year RC. 684» or 685, which years are concurrent 
with the seventeenth and sixteenth of Hezekiah in the 
table. In the beginning of the fifteenth year of Heze- 
kiah the astronomical wonder took place at Jerusalem ; 
and in the sixteenth and seventeenth of his reign the 
Chaldean astronomers, through the princes of Babylon, 
sent to inquire concerning it. If I may venture to ques- 
tion any assertion of Colonel Rawlinson, I would ask, 
whether it is not Baladan, the father, not Merodach- 
Baladan, the son, who is conquered in the first year of 
Sennacherib ? For, we find that Regibel, or Regibal, 
ceased to reign at Babylon in that year ; and this king — 
his last title, Adas, having been omitted — I take to be 
the Rege-Bal-Adan in question. 

The great obstacle in the way of the reception of this 
alteration of our current Scripture chronology is, the re- 
ceived date for the eclipse of Thales, B.c. 610. For, the 
revolt of the Medes under Deioces took place about the 
third or fourth year of Sennacherib, as we collect fi'om a 
contemporary writing, the Book of Tobit, and from Jose- 
phus x. 2. But if Deioces reigned fifty-three years, and 
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Phraortes or Arphaxad (who was conquered in the twelfth 
year of Nabopalassar) reigned twenty-two, the reign of 
Cyaxares, Idng of Media, did not oommenoe till the year 
B.C. 613. So that, the battle between Cyaxares and Aly- 
attes during which the eclipse took place, in the sixth 
year of the wax between those kings, would fell, accord^ 
ing to this reckoning, later than the current date of the 
eclipsa The current date, it may be observed, by the 
way, falls bdfore the accession of Alyattes, king of Lydia, 
B.a 605, according to the Parian Chronicle : — ^which is as 
great a difficulty in the common chronology. 

Now, Ideler has pronounced, on the authority of Olt- 
mann, the German astronomer, that the eclipse of Ra 610 
is that of Thales ; and he adds^ " thus are so many chro* 
nological systems founded on this eclipse reduced to 
nothingness by Herr Oltmann's valuable calculation/^ 
The historical date of the eclipse is the 48th or 49th 
Olympiad, which points to the eclipse of May, B.G. 685, 
which is that adopted by Sir I. Newton and Kepler 
Ideler sets this eclipse aside, — " the greatest obscuration,^' 
he says, '' having taken place half an hour before aunriae, 
and being only seven and half digits in long. 36**, lat. 40*","' 
where he places the battle. 

Ideler, however, has mistaken sunrise for sunset, as has 
been pointed out to me by the Bev. J. M. Heath, and may 
be seen by comparing Oltmaim's calculation with that of 
our eminent astronomer Baily (see ^'PhiL Tran& 1811) 
who, speaking of the eclipse of B.a 585, says : ^' By a 
trigonometrical calculation I have ascertained that the 
sun set centrally eclipsed on the borders of the Red Sea 
in lat. N. 28° 1' and E. lojQg. 35° 2"." Mr. Baily adds. 
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speaMng of Laplace's formulsB^ by wliich he calculated : 
^^ It is with much deference that I presume to question 
the accuracy of the results obtained by means of these 
formulae/' But on testing their accuracy by applying 
them to a certain eclipse in Ra 310, the track of the 
shadow of which is known from history, he finds that the 
calculation places the moon's shadow 3"" too far to south. 
Mr. Baily then observes, that if a correction to the ex- 
tent of 3° were applied to the eclipse of B.C. 610, " the 
path of the moon's -umbra might be thrown so far north 
as to prevent that eclipse being total in any part of Asia 
Minor,'' — and so, he might have added, excluding it from 
possibly being that of Thales, Nevertheless, Mr. Baily 
decides in fevour of the eclipse of B.c. 610. I submit 
that his reasoning is inconclusive. For, he assumes that 
the battle took place near the river Halys, for which there 
is no authority. 

Now, the defect in Laplace's formulae, which in B.C. 310 
would produce an error of 3^ would I presume in rc. 685 
produce a still greater error, so that the moon's umbra at 
that date may have been thrown as high as lat. 34"* or 
35° ; and the correction of the error which would thus 
throw out the eclipse of B.c. 610 would have the effect of 
throwing in that of RC. 585, provided we may place the 
battle in a lower latitude. The account of Herodotus 
appears to point out the place of the battle as somewhere 
on the line between 'the territories of the kings of Baby- 
lon and Cilicia, — ^for we find that the kings of both those 
countries were present, and there also was the beaten 
track between Media and Lydia. The battle, therefore, 
probably took place south of lat. 36°. The eclipse, I sub- 
mit with deference, liiay have been total above lat. 34°. 
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It would be doing a great service to science if our great 
astronomers woidd undertake to settle tbfe most import- 
ant question. It appears to me well worthy of any labour 
which may be bestowed on it Perhaps it might assist 
the investigation, if the formulae of Laplace were tested 
upon the eclipse mentioned by Thucydides ii. 28, at the 
beginning of the Peloponnesian war, where the sun is 
described as having formed a crescent^ and which fell in 
the year B.C., August, 431. 

I subjoin a more complete table of chronology. 

I, am, &C., 

AtherujBmn, Sept 20, 1851. J. W. BOSANQUET. 



Olaysmore, Enfidd, 
In my letter which appeared in your paper of the 20th 
of September, I called attention to the calculations of 
Oltmann and Baily with regard to the date of the famous 
eclipse of Thales, determined by both those astronomers 
to be that of the year B.C. 610. And I ventured to sur- 
mise, partly from some remarks made by Mr. Baily, partly 
from the obvious necessity of lowering the latitude of 
the generally assumed locality of the battle between the 
Lydians and Medes during which the eclipse took place, 
that the historical date of that event, B.C. 585, would 
ultimately prove to be the true one. 

I am since informed, by the kindness of Professor Airy, 
the Astronomer Royal, that the reduction of the Green- 
wich lunar observations from 1750 to 1830, made under 
his care, " shew, as a fact of observation, that the tabular 
motion of the moon's node is erroneous by more than a 
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minute of arc in a century ; and that probably in the 
time of Tfaales the place of the moon's node differed 
twenty-seven minutes from that used by Baily, which 
would make a difference of 200 miles or more, according 
to the tables used by that astronomer, in the line of the 
shadow's path, sometimes throwing it to the North, some- 
times to the South, according as the eclipse happened 
in the ascending or descending node/' From the previous 
observations of astronomers it may be proved, that the 
total shadow of the eclipse of RC. 61 will, by Mr. Aiiy's 
discoveries, be thrown further North, and therefore en- 
tirely out of Asia Minor. . Mr. Airy's valuable tables of 
corrections of the elements of the moon's orbit, published 
in 1848, will I trust ere long lead to a decision of the 
important question in chronology, viz., which is the true 
date of the eclipse predicted by the Grecian philosopher? 

Pending the solution of this interesting question, I sub- 
mit for consideration a chronological table of the times of 
the destruction of Nineveh, framed in accordance with 
the historical date of the eclipse, and in strict conformity 
with the evidence of the earliest historians who have 
written of those times. It may be thought interesting as 
shewing the bearing of the eclipse of Thales on the chro- 
nology of the times. It is my sanguine expectation, 
also, that it will prove to be the true explan;ation of the 
chronology of the period of the capture of the great city 
of the Assyrian empira 

The confusion of titles and contradictions of authority 
under the present arrangement of dates must, I am sure, 
be unsatisfactory to every one who has examined into the 
subject. The very learned work of Mr. Clinton and Hale's 
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*' Chronology " afford ample proof of this assertion. With- 
out dwelling on the anachronisms and contradictions to 
which I allude, which would lead me into too great a 
length, I will at once state the grounds of the arrange- 
ment which I propose. And first, let us accurately define 
the dates of the two reigns of Nabopalassar and Nebu- 
chadnezzar his son. 

We have already ascertained, on the authority of De- 
metrius, as shewn in my letter which appeared in your 
paper of the 13th of September, that the sixth year of 
the reign of Hezekiah, king of Judah, was the year 
B.a 695. Hezekiah reigned 23 years after that time ; 
Manasses 55 years ; Amon 2 years ; Josiah 32 years, in- 
cluding Jehohahaz ; Jeboiakim ll years ; Jechoniah 1 
year ; and Zedekiah 11 years : making together 135 years. 
Jerusalem was destroyed by Nebuchadnezzar in the 
eleventh year of Zedekiah, and deducting 135 years from 
695, leaves the year B.C. 560 as that of the Destruction of 
Jerusalem. Now, Demetrius records that from the time 
when the two tribes were carried away captive from 
Jerusalem to the reign of the fourth Ptolemy — ^viz., Phi- 
lopator — ^was exactly 338 years and 3 months — ^that is, 
338 years 3 months + B.C. 221 years 2 months=559 years* 
5 months = August, B.C. 660. The precision of this date 
is very remarkable, and I submit should not be lightly 
disregarded. 

But Jerusalem was destroyed in the nineteenth year of 
Nebuchadnezzar, 2 Kings, xxv. 8. So that, we thus de- 
fine the nineteenth year of Nebuchadnezzar to be B.c. 560 
and his first year, therefore, B.C. 578. 

Let us now fibs: the date of the reign of Nabopalassar, 
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who was fether to Nebuchadnezzar. For, Colonel Raw- 
linson states, ^^ I have examined the bricks, in situ, be- 
longing perhaps to one hundred different towns and 
cities" — (in Babylonia) — " and I never found any other 
legend than Nebuchadnezzar, son of Nabopalassar." — 
Journal of Asiatic Society, VoL xii. Part 2. Fortunately, 
the date of this reign is fixed with astronomical precision. 
For, in the Almagest of Ptolemy, cL Y. 14, there is men- 
tion made of an eclipse of the moon, observed at Babylon, 
in the fifth year of the reign of Nabopalassar, in the 127th 
year of the asra of Nabonassar, with the exact day and 
hour of the event This eclipse happened in the year 
B.C. 621, so that the first year of Nabopalassar must have 
been B.a 625 ; and, allowing twenty years for his reign 
at Nineveh, according to Polyhistor, his last year was 
ac. 606. 

We find, then, that an interval of twenty-eight years 
elapsed between the last year of Nabopalassar on the 
throne of Nineveh and the first year of Nebuchadnezzar 
B.O. 578 as king of Babylon. It is the discovery of this 
interval which enables us, I submit, to recondle the 
apparently conflicting accounts of the several histories of 
this period. 

Polyhistor informs us that Nabopalassar was Sardana- 
palua Whether he really bore this title, or whether it 
has been erroneously given to him as the king who was 
ejected from the great palace of Sardanapalus, we have 
the authority of Polyhistor for the &ct that Nabopalassar 
was so called, and, therefore, that he considered him as 
the last of the Assyrian kings of Nineveh. For, according 
to all history, a king commonly called Sardanapalus was 
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the last of the Assyrian dynasty. Herodotus, Ctesias, 
Diodorus all testify that the Medes subverted the throne 
of Nineveh ; and Herodotus adds, with great exactness, 
that when Cyaxares, the king of Media, had overthrown 
that king of Assyria who slew his father Phraortes (the 
Arphaxad of the book of Juidith), he himself was immedi- 
ately overthrown by a sudden irruption of Scythians, who 
possessed themselves of the empire of Asia for twenty- 
eight years. Cyaxares therefore conquered Nabopalassar 
(the Nebuchodonosor of the book of Judith who slew 
Arphaxad) in the year B.c. 606, the last year of the reign 
of Nabopalassar in Nineveh. From thence we must count 
the twenty-eight years of Scythian domination, which 
must also have terminated when the father of Nebuchad- 
nezzar " obtained the daughter of Astyages the prince of 
the Medes to be affianced to his son" (cedled Nabuchod- 
rossorus), " and marched straightways to surprise the dty 
of Ninus, that is Nineveh. When Saracus the king was 
apprised of these proceedings he burned the royal palace; 
and Nahnchodro88oru8 succeeded to the eTnpire, and sm-- 
rounded Babylon with a strong wall." — See Abydenus, 
" Cory's Fragments," p. 64. Who can doubt that these' 
twenty-eight years of Scythian domination form the in- 
terval of twenty-eight years above pointed out between 
the twentieth year of Nabopalassar and the beginning of 
the reign of Nebuchadnezzar in Babylon ? 

That some interval elapsed between the fall of the king 
called Sardanapalus and the final overthrow of Nineveh, 
is confirmed by Abydenus and Castor the Rhodian chro- 
nologist. Abydenus writes : — " after him (Sardanapalus), 
Saracus reigned over the Assyrians." Castor writes : — 
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" Ninus obtained the empire after Sardanapalus." — 
" Cory's Fragments/' p. 65. He is in error, however, as 
to the name of the king :— copying probably from some 
history which relates the fall of the city of Ninus, i. e., 
Nineveh. 

Saracus then was the Scythian king. And now we 
can comprehend, without charging the historians with 
contradiction of each other, how, as Polyhistor relates, 
Sardanapalus (Nabopalassar) formed an alliance with the 
Medes for his son Nabuchodrossorus, who then began to 
reign ; and how, as Abydenus relates, Saracus succeeded 
Sardanapalus, and yet how the &ther of Nebuchadnezzar 
conquered that Saracus ; and how again, as Berosus re- 
lates, Nebuchadnezzar succeeded his father Nabopalassar 
after the latter had reigned twenty-nine years. Poly- 
histor says, that he reigned twenty-nine years in Nineveh. 
He also in another place gives him twenty-one years, 
which I take to be the length of his reign in Babylon. 
Saracus, it appears from Abydenus, replaced him in power 
at Babylon, on hearing that a great multitude from the 
sea coast was coming to attack him ; and thus, it is not 
unreasonable to assume that he added eight more years 
to his reign over that dty. That he was so replaced, and 
for about so many years, we may infer from Herodotus ) 
who, in the year of the eclipse, B.C. 586, seven yea/rs be- 
fore the accession of his son, speaks of him as '' Labynetus 
of Babylon," and as negotiating a treaty of peace between 
the Lydians and Medes in conjunction with the king of 
Cilicia. He was then ruler or king of Babylon seven or 
eight years before Nebuchadnezzar began to reign. 

Thus, the accounts of Herodotus, Ctesias, Berosus, Poly- 
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histor, Demetrius, Castor, and Diodorus mutually con- 
firm and strengthen each other. They are also in 
harmony with the contemporary writer of the book 
of Tobit, who affirms that Nineveh was captured by 
Nabuchodonosor and Ahasuerus ; that is, by an alli- 
ance of Medes and Babylonians under Nabopalajssar and 
Cyaxares. 

And now, let us observe how the chronology, thus ad- 
justed, harmonizes with the historical date of tiie eclipse 
of Thales, — ^and how completely it is at variance with the 
assumed date of that event, B.C. 61 0. 

The war between Alyattes, king of Lydia, and Cy- 
axares, king of Media, which arose out of a dispute con- 
cerning certain Scythian fugitives, could not have taken 
place till after ^^ the Scythians had found their way into 
Asia, and arrived at the territories of the Medes," — He- 
rodotus, i 103, — ^that is to say, till after the year B.C. 606 
in our arrangement. Nor could it have taken place later 
than the expiration of the twenty-«ight years of Scythian 
rule, because Nineveh was finally destroyed after the 
close of that war, — Herodotus, i 106,-^that is, before 
B.a 579. Between these dates, therefore, we look for the 
war marked by the eclipse in the sixth year. And, ac- 
cordingly, Eudemus, Pliny, Cicero, and Solinus, without 
any contradiction, all point to about the year B.a 585 as the 
date of the edipse. Diogenes Laertius also remarks, that 
Anacharsis, a Scythian prince and philosopher, visited 
Athens in the 47th Olympiad s=sB.a 592, which Mis within 
the twenty-eight years of Scythiaii dominion* Alyattes, 
king of Lydia, according to the Parian Chronicle, began 
to reign in the year RC. 605, within the twenty-^ight 
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years according to our aiTangement, but five years after 
the eclipse if placed in B.C. 610. It is unnecessary, I 
think, to point out in detail the entire dislocation of all 
these dates and records which results from placing the 
eclipse in that year. 

The interesting question yet remains — " How are these 
conclusions confirmed, or otherwise, by the inscriptions 
which have been recovered from the neighbourhood of 
Nineveh ? And here, I regret to say, we are at present 
left entirely in the dark. Colonel Bawlinson has, indeed, 
with wonderful skill and perseverance, recovered the 
names of Shalmanezer, Sennacherib, and Esarhaddon. 
The names of their successors, however, at Nineveh, who 
reigned towards the times of which we have been treat- 
ing, remain yet to be identified. According to Abydenus^ 
Nergillus (Nergal). followed Sennacherib on the throne of 
Nine veL Nergal may, like Sargon, the title of Shal- 
manezer, have been another title of Esarhaddon. Adra- 
melee appears to have succeeded Nergal ; aud after 
Adramelec came his brother Axerdis, or Acsharedis, who 
I take to be Sharezar. Then followed Nabopalafisar, or 
Sardanapalusy under whom the ABsynsn monarchy ceased 
These titles, then, if Abydenus is to be depended on, 
ought to be found on the Assyrian monuments. 

I inclose a Table of the Chronology. 

I am, &c. 

J. W* BOSANQUET. 

AthemBum, Oct 21, 1851. 
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THE ECLIPSE OF THALES. 

Olaysmore, infield. 
While astronomers are engaged in correcting and per- 
fecting their theory of the motions of the moon's node, 
the result of which will, I trust, be ere long to decide the 
question which is the true date of the eclipse said to have 
been predicted by Thales, — ^an investigation which I have 
every reason to believe is in the hands of more than one 
able inquirer, — allow me to offer some observations, drawn 
from history, tending to shew how highly improbable it 
is that the eclipse of the year B.C. 610, which has been 
so positively fixed upon by Ideler and other chronolo- 
gists, can be that which was foretold by the Miletian 
philosopher. Your readers are aware that the eclipse 
which Thales computed was made memorable by the fact, 
that it caused the suspension of a battle between the 
armies of Cyaxares, king of Media, and Alyattes, king 
of Lydia, in the siodh year of a war between those two 
kings. To be consistent, therefore, with history, it is 
indispensable that the eclipse selected should be found to 
fall in some year not earlier than the sixth year of the 
reign of Alyattes. Let us inquire what evidence remains 
with regard to the date of the accession of that king to 
the throne. 

The earliest authority that we meet with is very dis- 
tinct on this point, and is also an authority of great 
weight, viz., the Parian Chronicle, compiled within 300 
years after the death of Alyattes. This Chronicle places 
the first year of the reign of Alyattes in the year B.C. 606. 
Now, if this date is correct, it is unnecessary to pursue 
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the inquiiy any farther, for it is conclusive against the 
eclipse of the year &c. 610. The correctness of the date, 
however, is not relied upon by modem chronologists. 
We have to inquire, therefore, how &r it is confirmed by 
other ancient authority. 

There are three andent authorities which appear to me 
to support the record of the marbla Sosicrates, quoted 
by Diogenes Laertius (life of Periander), tells us that 
^'Periander died forty-one years before Croesus (and), 
before the 49th OlympiaA" " Before Croesus,'' I take to 
mean before the time of Croesus, not " before the over- 
throw of Croesus,'' as Mr. Clinton would assuma And 
" before the 49th Olympiad," signifies somewhere in the 
48th, which runs from RC 588 to 585. Now, supposing 
Periander to have died in the RC. 587, the 41st year from 
that date inclusive would be RC 547, for the accession 
of Croesus, and Alyattes having reigned fifi^y-seven 
whole years, and say three months, before the accession 
of Croesus, would bring us to the year RC. 547+57*3°* 
6=04'3°*, or B.C. 605, for the accession of Alyattes, being 
the exact year given on the marble. The words of Sosi- 
crates are not very precise, but are thus quite consistent 
with the Parian Chronicla Euphorion, quoted by Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus (Strom. I.), states that Gyges, king 
of Lydia, began to reign in the 18th 01ympiad=RC. 708 
— 5. It is not defined in which of the four years that 
composed this Olympiad his accession to the throne took 
place. Counting, however, from the last year of the 
Olympiad, thirty-eight years for the reign of Gyges, 
forty-nine years for the reign of Ardys, and twelve years 
for the reign of Sadyattes, we come to the year rc. (506 
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as that of the accession of Alyattes, — ^that is to say, with- 
in one year of the date recorded on the marble. Again, 
Pliny records that Candaules, the predecessor of Gyges, 
died in the 18th Olympiad, which leads to the same con- 
dufiion. Up to the time of Pliny, therefore, we may 
assume that there was no doubt, within the limits of one 
Olympiad, as regards the date of the accession of Alyattes 
to the throne. 

It may be remarked, with reference to the Parian 
Chronicle, that the dates therein recorded are not> like 
the dates of historians, liable to alteration by the care* 
lessness or incompetence of copyists. Whatever was the 
opinion of the compiler — ^which probably was the re- 
ceived opinion of his day — ^we have it now before us. It 
is true that in the time of Selden, who deciphered the 
engraving on the marble, the remains were much muti- 
lated by time. Nevertheless, sufficient traces of the in- 
scription remained, even in the opinion of those who 
reject the date (see both Hales' and Prideaux's copies of 
the Chronicle), from which to deduce the year B.c. 605 as 
that of the accession of Alyattes. The compiler, then, it 
must be supposed by those who reject the authority of 
the marble, was mistaken in his opinion. Yet surely the 
best sources of information were then open to him. The 
island of Paros was not &r distant from Lydia, where 
the chronology of the times of the kings of Lydia was 
capable probably of being verified For we must re- 
member that the tombs of the Lydian kings, which were 
visited by Herodotus, and afterwards by Strabo, and 
more' especially the tomb of Alyattes, which is spoken 
of by Herodotus as a work of art second to none but the 
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monuments of the Egyptians and Babylonians (L. I. 93), 
were open to inspection in the time of the compiler of 
the Chronicle, about the year B.C. 264, and it is not un- 
reasonable to assume that there were inscriptions on 
those monuments recording events and dates connected 
with the reigns of the kings they were intended to com- 
memorate. The monument of Alyattes is still visible 
near the site of ancient Sardis ; though in 1825 its stone 
basement, as Chandler reports, was covered by the mould 
which had been washed down from above. It is not im- 
possible that the annals of the reign of Alyattes might 
yet be recovered on dearimr away the rubbish which en- 
vlpes his to«.b. 

Let us next refer to the authority of Eusebius^ who 
wrote in the fourth century after Christ. EuseUus (see 
Armenian copy), who has taken upon himsdf to strike 
off eight years of the reign of Alyattes, places the time 
of his accession to the throne in the year RC. 610, five 
years higher than the Parian Chronicle. But whether 
the true date be B.c. 610, with Eusebius, or B.C. 605, with 
the Chronicle, either is conclusive against the possibility 
of the edipse having taken place in the year B.a 610. 

Modem chronologists have raised the date of the first 
of Alyattes to B.C. 617. But even this date will not 
allow of the eclipse having happened in rc. 610, oon- 
dfitently with history. For thus it would have fallen in 
the eighth year of the king's reign. Now H^xxlotus 
tells us that the first six years of Alyattes were occupied 
in war against the Miletians. There is not the slightest 
intimation that the war with the Medes was carried on 
at the same time as that against Miletus. And if they 

R 2 
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were carried on separately, it is clear, since each war 
occupied six years, that the eclipse cannot be placed 
earlier than the twelfth year of the reign. I will not 
dwell upon the fact that Alyattes had a daughter at the 
time of the eclipse old enough to be married to Astyages, 
and yet lived at least till the year B.C. 560. But pass- 
ing over this, and also the youth of Thales at the time he 
made his computation, if in the year B.c. 610, I think I 
have sufficiently shewn how highly improbable it is that 
the eclipse of that year could have been that predicted 
by Thalea And I venture to uphold the general accu- 
racy and consistency of history on this point, in opposi- 
tion to the results hitherto derived from astronomy; 
considering how confessedly imperfect have been the 
lunar tables upon which astronomers have founded their 
calculations. 

I am, &c., 

AthencBum, Dec. 6, 1851. J. W. BOSANQUET. 



Claf/8more, Enfield, . 
In my commimications to your papers of the ISth and 
20th of September, and the 25th of October last, I en- 
deavoured to establish two points in Biblical Chronology. 
First, that the sixth year of Hezekiah, king of Judah, 
in which the ten tribes of Israel were carried away cap- 
tive by Shalmanezer, king of Assyria, was the year B.C. 
695 — ^not B.C. 721, as is usually supposed ; second, that 
Jerusalem was taken by Nebuchadnezzar, and the two 
tribes carried away, in the nineteenth year of his reign, 
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in August, aa 560 — ^not in B.C. 588, as is usually sup- 
posed. 

These two fundamental dates^ in my arrangement, it 
will be remembered, are expressly recorded by Demetrius, 
the Jewish writer, who lived in the time of Ptolemy 
Philopator, and who states that the ten tribes were car* 
ried away 473 years and nine months before the reign 
of Philopator, and the two tribes 338 years and three 
months before the same date, this fourth Ptolemy having 
come to the throne about November, aa 222. 

Sennacherib, king of Assyria, we know, was oontem* 
ponuy with Hezekiah, king of Judah, and by fixing 
the period of his reign, we confirmed our view of the 
time of Hezekiah. The reign of Sennacherib was fixed, 
first by counting tq)wards, on the authority of Poly- 
histor, eighty-eight years from the end of the reign of 
Nabopalassar, whose years are astronomically fixed in 
Ptolemy's Canon, that is^ from aa 606+88=3RC. 698, 
which makes the first year of Sennacherib KC. 693 ; 
second, by counting downwards, from the first year of 
Ilulseus, king of Babylon, whose first year is also as pre* 
cisely fixed as the year of Nabopalassar. Now, the first 
of Ilulseus is KG. 726, and he reigned, according to Jose- 
phus, thirty-six years ; and, according to the inscription 
at Koyunjik, Lulyia, or Ilulseus, king of Sidon, was con- 
quered by Sennacherib iii that king's third year ; and 
thirty-six years counted from RC. 726 brings us to the 
year B.c. 691 for the third year of Sennacherib, which 
agrees with Polyhistor's reckoning, who makes his first 
year B.c. 693- 

Again, it was shewn, that the date of the reign of 
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Asaradin, king of Babylon, the Esarhaddon of Scripture, 
and also the date of Merodach-Baladan, who " sent letters 
and a present to Hezekiah'' (Isaiah xxxix. ].), and who 
preceded Asaradin about foiu: years^ according to Poly- 
histor, both of which dates are inunoreably fixed in 
Ptolemy's Canon, harmonize with the years of Heze- 
kiah's reign, as above determined. An inference also 
drawn by me fix)m this arrangement of the chronology, 
viz., that the 27,280 fiunilies carried away from Samaria^ 
as recorded in an inscription at Khorsabad, must have 
been carried away in the reign of Pekah, king of Israel, 
not in the reign of Hosea, has since been confirmed by 
Dr. Hincks, in one of your late numbers, though it is 
still a question between Dr. Hincks and Colonel Rawlin- 
son whether the then king of Assyria was Tiglath-Pileser 
or Shalmanezer. My proposed arrangement of the chro- 
nology, indeed, produces such complete consistency be- 
tween Scripture, ancient heathen authorities, and the 
inscriptions lately discovered about the site of Nineveh, 
that there is hardly room for doubt that the first of the 
above dates^ viz., B.C. 695, for the sixth of Hezekiah, is 
now clearly established. 

The second date, viz., that-of the carrying away of the 
two tribes and the destruction of Jerusalem, in the year 
B.a 560, may probably not meet with such ready ac- 
quiescence. Some who have felt the necessity of lower- 
ing the reign of Hezekiah, — ^for instance. Dr. Hincks, in 
his learned treatise on the Khorsabad inscriptions, p. 55 
— ^rather than lower the received date of the capture of 
Jerusalem, have proposed to deduct twenty years from 
the long reign of Manasseh, king of Judah. This view. 
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however, i£^ inconsistent with the contents of Ezekiel iv., 
where the period between the reign of Jeroboam and -the 
lyi of Jerusalem is determined. Considering, also, the 
direct testimony of Demetrius, that B.C. 560 was the date 
— ^that Demetrius lived at a time when the true date 
could have been easily ascertained — ^that the date in ques- 
tion plainly results from adding the sum of the reigns of 
the latter kings of Judah, as contained in the Hebrew 
text, to the years of Hezekiah, as fixed in a previous letter 
(proving, by the way, that the text is the same now as 
in the time of Demetrius) — and that by lowering, as a 
necessary consequence, the nineteenth year of Nebuchad'- 
nezzar, passages in Abydenus, Polyhistor, and Herodotus 
are reconciled, which before Were at variance and unin- 
telligible, — I have the same conviction in my own mind 
that the year B.C. 560 is the true date of the capture of 
Jerusalem, as I have that Samaria was captured in 
B.a 695. 

Much, as I have before observed, depends upon the 
year which shall be finally determined to be that of the 
eclipse of Thales. I^ in direct contradiction of all ancient 
authority, it shall be decided that the currently received 
date, a.o. 610, is the true date of that eclipse, then may 
the final overthrow of Nineveh, immediately after which 
Nebuchadnezzar came to the throne (Abydenus, in Arm. 
Chron. p. 63), have been accomplished in B.C. 606, as 
usually supposed, and my date for the nineteenth of 
Nebuchadnezzar must be incorrect. If, however, as I 
anticipate, the historical date of the eclipse, viz., RC. 585, 
or some year close upon that date, shall be confirmed, 
then must the fall of Nineveh and the accession of Nebu- 
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chadnezzar have taken place somewhat later than the 
year RC 585, and an irresistible weight of testimony, 
converging upon the year B.a 560, whether computed 
from above, as we have seen, or from the birth of Christ, 
as I shall presently shew, will determine that year to be 
the nineteenth of the reign of Nebuchadnezzar. 

Taking my stand, then, for the present, upon history, 
until its records shall have been clearly confirmed, or 
otherwise, by the accurate test of astronomy, and assum- 
ing the above two chronological points as determined, I 
now proceed to examine the following interesting chain 
of dates which necessarily flow from them, and which, 
however startling they may appear, I believe to be most 
important truths in chronology :— 
From the capture of Jerusalem, August, B.G. 560 

Seventy years desolation of the city, ending 
in the fourth year of Darius, son of 
Hystaspes .... August, 490 

First Scriptural year of Darius, as king over 
the Chaldeans, when about sixty-two 

years old 493 

Birth of Christ, at the end of 70 Sabbatical 
weeks, or 490 years, coimted from the 
first year of Darius . Dea 3 

The seventy years which immediately follow the cap- 
ture of Jerusalem form one of the most perplexing periods 
in all chronology. This period embraces the time of the 
capture of the great city Babylon, as related by Daniel, 
Herodotus, Xenophon, and Berosus, concerning the time 
of which there is much variety of opinion. The ques- 
tions arise during this period, — ^who was the Cyrus or 
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Coresh of Scripture ? — who was Belshazzar ? — ^who was 
Darius the Median ? — ^and, above all, on the right ad- 
justment of this period depends the explanation of the 
Weeks of Daniel 

The schemes of Josephus, A&icanus, Clemens Alexan- 
drinus, and Eusebius, have &iled to satisfy any one on 
these points, and have been set aside by the acuteness of 
Scaliger and his contemporaries. In their place has been 
set up a system, under many varieties, resting chiefly on 
the authority, as is supposed, of the great astronomer 
Ptolemy, in what is called the Canon of Ptolemy. Such 
portions of this Canon as rest upon eclipses recorded at 
Babylon, as having happened in certain years of the reign 
of certain kings of Babylon, can never be set aside. But 
where these eclipses fail us, we are left at liberty to 
doubt The result, we know, is still unsatisfactory. An- 
cient authorities are still at variance with each other, 
and even more so with Scripture. 

So much has the discrepancy between sacred and pro- 
fane chronology been dwelt upon by doubting critics, 
that it has become the fashion of too many even to deny 
the authenticity of the book of Daniel, on the ground of 
the apparent ignorance of the writer of the order of 
events during the time when he declares himself to have 
been living. Even the cautious Bosenmuiller, amidst a 
host of Grerman critics, has charged the prophet with 
ignorantly confounding Cyaxares, king of Media, with 
Darius Hystaspes, king of Persia.* The ignorance, how- 
ever, I doubt not, rests not with Daniel, but with the 
chronological scheme which involves so glaring a contra- 

* See Hengatenbergfa " Qenuinesa of Daniel," p. 40, trang. 
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diction. I have myself argued, in my " Chronology of 
the times of Daniel, Ezra, &a,'' in fayoiir of the identity 
of Cyaxares, of Media, with Darius the Median of DanieL 
But I feel that the point is untenable. How is it that 
Berosus, who has recorded the succession of kings to the 
throne of Babylon to the time of Cyrus, and in so many 
points agrees with the account contained in Scripture, 
makes no mention of any such king as Cyaxares, or 
Darius, on that throne before Cyrus ? though Daniel di£h 
tinctly writes, '^Darius, the Median took the kingdom !'' 
Here, I say, there is an insuperable difficulty in our cur- 
rent arrangement of the chronology of this period — 
which disappears, however, when we adopt the dates 
recorded by the Jewish historian Demetrius. 

In this state of perplexity, the most reasonable course 
seems to be to consult again the original records bf those 
writers who may be considered most competent from their 
position, either as to time or place, to have acquainted 
themselves with the history of these seventy years. 

Now Darnel, we axe told, waa Uviug during the greater 
portion of these seventy years in Babylon* Ezra and 
Zechariah were both living within the period, and wrote 
immediately after. Ezra also had been at Babylon. 
Berosus was a priest of Babylon, and wrote within two 
hundred years after DanieL These then are our natural 
sources of information concerning Babylonish affairs ; 
and, where any contradiction arises, should be allowed 
to outweigh the authority of Greek travellers, however 
trustworthy, who frequently must have recorded merely 
hearsay evidence, put together according to the best of 
their judgement. What do these authorities record ? 
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Zechariah viL 1. 5, counts distinctiy seventy years from 
the destriiction of Jenisalem to the fourth year of Darius. 
For the fast of the fifth month, which was instituted in 
commemoration of the taking of that city in the fifth 
month, seems to have "been kept till the fourth of that 
king's reign, and during the whole seventy years* 

In the second year of the reign of Darius (Zech. 1. 12) 
we find the words, " How long wilt thou not have mercy 
on Jerusalem'' — " against which thou hast had i/ndigna- 
tion these threescore and ten years?'' which period is 
correcUy counted fi-om the commencement of the siege 
of Jerusalem — ^that is to say, fi:om two years before the 
capture. Now, seventy years counted either from the 
siege, or the capture of the city, must necessarily end 
somewhere in the reign of Darius Hystaspes, on any view 
of the chronology. 

Ezra, in the 2 Chron. xxxvi 20, 21, counts the same 
period of seventy years from the burning of the temple and 
and palaces ^'to the reign of the kingdom of Persia," indica- 
ting therefore that the reign of the Persians, in Babylon, did 
not commence till the time of Darius the son of Hystaspes. 

Berosus, in a passage which I have not seen before re- 
ferred to, quoted by Clemens Alexandrinus, Strom, i, 
states that in 'Hhe twelfth (eleventh) year of Zedekiah, 
king of Judah, Nebuchodonosor made war upon the 
Jews and Phoenicians seventy years before the reign of 
the Pereia/ns" — vpo t^s Ilepo-alv iJyc/Aovias, which expres- 
sion is nearly the same as that made use of by Ezra. 
And as Berosus elsewhere counts not quite sixty years 
from the nineteenth year of Nebuchodonosor to the end 
of the reign of Cyrus, he marks, in the passage quoted, 
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the commenoement of the direct government of the Per- 
sians in Babylon as taking place in the course of the 
reign of Darius, son of Hystaspes. Babylon we know 
was conquered long before the time of Darius, and had 
become a province of the Persian empira So had Judea 
become a province of Babylon in the reign of Jehoiakim, 
and a province of Rome in the time of Pompey. Yet the 
kings of Judah, in the one case, are counted to the reign 
of Zedekiah, and, in the other, to the reign of Herod or 
Agrippa. And so in Babylon, if we beUeve Ezra and 
Berosus, the sceptre did not pass out of the hands of 
Chaldean satraps, or governors, till the reign of Darius 
son of Hystaspes. 

Now, is not this exactly what we are told by Daniel 
himself? who writes, "In the first year of Darius the 
son of Ahasuerus (Darius, son of Hystaspes), of the seed 
of the Medes (as opposed to the seed of the Chaldeans), 
which was made hi/ng over the realm of the Chaldea/ns; 
in the first year of his reign I, Daniel, imderstood by 
books,"' &C. — "that he would accomplish severdy years in 
the desolatioTis of Jerusalem,"' ix. 1, 2. Here again is the 
identical period of seventy years beginning fi-om the de- 
solation of Jerusalem, and drawing to a close in the first 
year of Darius. Is it not idle to tell us that this Darius 
was Cyaxares ? His title in Babylon was Dariua Nei- 
ther Berosus nor any other historian of Babylonish afiSedrs 
makes mention of any king of that title having been 
made king over the realm of the Chaldeans, till the reign 
of Darius, son of Hystaspes. The same period, calculated 
firom the same terminus a quo, can only bring us to the 
same terminus ad quern, viz., the reign of the Persian 
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Darius. And if any one objects that he was '' of the seed 
of the Medes/' and not of the Persians, he will find innu- 
merable passages both in Herodotus and other writers, 
where the Persians are included under the term Medes, 
aud where the subjecte both of Cyrus jmd Darius himself 
are spoken of as Medes. It is a delusion then to suppose 
that the king called Darius by Daniel was Cyaxares. 
He could be no other than the king spoken of by Hag- 
gai and Zechariah, and that king was Darius, son of 
Hystaspes. 

But again, if " Darius the son of Ahasuerus, of the seed 
of the Medes," is Darius the son of Hystaspes, who, we 
ask, is "Darius the Median," Daniel v. 30, who "took the 
kingdom, being about threescore and two years old?" 
Clearly the same as he who was " made king over the 
realm of the Chaldeans," viz., Darius the son of Hys- 
taspes, for no other king bearing that title reigned at 
Babylon before him. And here lies the explanation of 
the whole mystery and difficulty in this period of chro- 
nology. Darius Hystaspes did not take Upon himself the 
government of the province of Babylon till he was about 
sixty-two years of age ; that is to say, till towards the 
latter part of his life. And the first, second, and fourth 
years of his reign mentioned in Scripture, do not date 
from his accession to the throne of Persia, but firom the 
sixty-second or sixty-third year of his age, when he took 
the government of the province of Babylon into his own 
hands. Scaliger and Petavius, and their followers, have 
detected the error of A&icanus and Eusebius, who place 
the Scriptural first year of Cyrus in the year B.C. 560, 
when he is said to have come to the throne of Persia ; 
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whereas it is clear ihat his Scripinral first year dates 
after his capture of Babylon. But they fidled to observe 
that the same correctioii is necessary with regard to the 
Scriptural first year of Darius. In the second year of 
lus reign^ aocording to the computation of Scripture, we 
may infer that Darius was in person " there at Babylon,'' 
Ezra V. 17, and vL 1, when the rulers of Samaria request 
that search may be made for the decree of Cyrus. And 
in his sixth year, according to the same computation, he 
is styled "king of Assyria,'' Ezra vi 22. That the first 
year of Darius spoken of by Daniel was late in the reign 
of that king, may, independently of the &ct that he was 
then sixty-two years of age, be inferred fix)m Herodotus, 
who states that the empire of Persia was divided into 
twenty-two satrapies, so soon as Darius had established 
bis power, and that such was the fact is confirmed by 
the rock inscription at Behistiin. But when Daniel in- 
forms us, that it pleased Darius, when he took the king- 
dom, " to set over the kingdom a hundred and twenty 
princes, and over these three presidents,'^ it is clear there* 
fore that the form of government was entirdy changed, 
and a system of centralizatian introduced which must have 
taken place after the trial of the system of satit^tttts. 
As this view of the question is new, and requires to be 
supported by more than mere conjediure, and as my 
commimication has already extended to an unreasonable 
length, I propose in my next to try the truth of my posi- 
tion by the following stringent tests : — 

1 St. Was Darius, the son of Hystaspes, " about thi^- 
score and two years old" in the year B.a 493 ? 

2nd. Was that year, which was his first in Scripture, 
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about 70 weeks of years, or 490 years, before the birth of 
the Messiah, as we may infer from Daniel iz. 1 — 24 ? 

Srd. Waa that year Sabbatical, as must have been the 
case if it preceded 70 Sabbatical weeks ? 

4th. Was the second year of Darius, thus found, in 
which the Temple of Jerusalem was rebuilt, a year of 
Jubilee in accordance with Jewish tradition ? 

5th. Were the second and fourth years of Darius, thus> 
fixed, exactly 70 years after the siege of Jerusalem (in 
RC 562), and the capture of Jerusalem (in aa 560), re- 
spectively, as we are informed by the prophet Zechariah ? 

I am, &a J. W. Bosanquet. 



the eclipse of thales identtpied with that of the 
28th mat, ko. 585, by means of the eclipse of 
agathocles. 

Astronomers are still undecided concerning the true 
date of the eclipse of Thales. All that has yet been ac- 
complished by them upon this point, is to throw doubt 
(on insufficient grounds, I think,) on the historical date of 
that event, recorded by PKny and others, viz. RC. 585. 
Indeed, it may be said, that the position in which the 
question is at present left by astronomy, is that of doubt 
whether any one solar eclipse, which occurred within any 
conceilrable limit for the time of the event, can be shewn 
to have fulfilled the requirements of the history in which 
it is related. These remarks are made with extreme de- 
ference to astronomical science, and only on the convio- 
tion that they are borne out by the observations of a very 
eminent astronomer, via., Mr. Baily, in his aWe and elabo- 
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rate ireaiiae on tiie edipse cf Thaies, whidi may be re- 
ferred to in ihe ''FhilosoiAical Tnnsactiaiis" of the year 
1811, the last ia:eati8e, I believe, wfaich baa been written 
on tbe sobject 

Mr. Baily, after oomputing, aooording to tbe best tables 
aooessible in bis day, tbe elements of every sobir ed^ise 
fix>m the year B.a 650 to na 580, bas set aside tbe several 
dates wbicb bad been previoosly assigned to the event, 
and bas decided that no one ed^ise was total within tbe 
limits of Asia Minor during that period of seventy years, 
excepting only the eclipse which took place on tbe 30th 
Sept B.a €10. He therefore conduded, as did also Henr 
Oltmann, tbe German astronomer, that the eclipse of 
na 610 alone could be that which occnrred during the 
battle between the Medes and Lydians^ as related by 
Herodotua 

No sooner, however, had Mr. BaQy arrived at this con> 
dnsion, than be proceeded to test the accnracy of his 
tables, by applying them 'to an eclipse which took place 
in August B^c. 310, in the reign of Agathodes : in which 
instance tbe true place of the moon's shadow was consi- 
dered by him to be defined with suffident accuracy in 
history. The result of this test was, to detect an inaccu- 
racy in his tables, suffident after correction and applica- 
tion again to the edipse of na 610, to throw the total 
shadow of that eclipse also beyond the limits ef Asia 
Minor : thus leaving no single edipse, within the above 
period of seventy years, according to his computation, 
applicable to the words of Herodotus. 

Agathodes, king of Syracuse, as appears firom Diodorus 
Siculus having conducted his fleet from that dty, was 
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chased by the Carthaginian fleet till about sunset, on the 
day before the eclipse, i. e., on the 14th of August RC. 310. 
He was saved from destruction by the darkness of night, 
and on the following morning, between seven and eight 
o'clock as it appears, he became enveloped in the shadow 
of an eclipse, which was total, for it is said that the stars 
appeared in every direction and the day became like 
night Mr. Baily concludes, I think correctly, that Aga- 
thocles at the moment was not more than about fifty 
miles from Syracuse. He observes also, from Diodorus, 
that after rowing day and night, Agathocles arrived on 
the coast of Africa on the seventh day after quitting Sy- 
racuse, and landed at a place "caUed the quarries.** 
11/005 Tols icaA.ov/A€vas Aarofttas. Mr. Baily proceeds :— 

^^ Agathocles, therefore, probably landed near the Syrtis 
Minor, or Gulf of Oabes, about three hundred miles in a 
direct course from Syracuse, whence we may reasonably 
conclude that he performed one sixth of his passage, or 

about fifty miles, in the space of one day Syracuse 

lies in N. lat. 37'' 3', and E. long. 16** 14', and consequently 
on the day after the sailing of Agathocles from that port, 
being the day on which the eclipse took place, the fleet 
would be in about N. lat. 36^''. At all events it could 
not from the direction of its course be much &rther south 
than this point, which is all that is required in the pre- 
sent instance ; and a few miles either way not being of 
any material consequence. It follows, therefore, that in 
the meridian of Syracuse, the northern part of the moon's 
umbr& ought to extend as far north as that parallel of 
latitude; but, from the calculations above adduced, it 
will be found that the centre of the moon's shadow on 
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that meridian had only reached the parallel of about 
N. lat 32^'' : and as the semi-diameter of the umbra was 
was not more than 47^ English miles, or about two-thirds 
of a degree, the eclipse could not there be total to the 
northward of N. lat. 33 J**. Now, since the place where 
Agathocles landed in Africa was probably not situated 
below the parallel of N. lat. 34**, it is evident that he did 
not, in any part of his course, come within a considerable 
distance of the moon's imibra .... In order that the 
phenomena should accord with the fact as related by the 
historian, the centre of the moon's shadow ought to pass 
over, or very near to Malta, that is, the latitude of the 
moon ought to be at least three degrees greater than our 
present tables rfiake it. Since the latitude of the moon 
depends on her true distance from the node, these obser- 
vations (if correct) wiU shew the necessity of some aUera- 
tion in the table of the secular variation of the moon's 
mean distance from her node, which (agreeably to the 
rule given by M. Laplace) is deduced immediately from 

the secular variation of her mean longitude Sudi 

an alteration as is here suggested would somewhat vary 
the position of the route of the moon's umbra in aU the 
eclipses which have been the subject of this paper ; but 
in none of them would it alter the conclusions which 
have been drawn from them> except perhaps in the one 
Sept. 30, RC. 61^', which I have supposed to be that men- 
tioned by Herodotus. In this particular case the path 
of the moon's umbra might, by such a correction, be 
thrown so much farther north as to prevent the eUipse 
being total in any part of Asia Minor. But it would 
remain the only on^ that can at all be adaj)ted to the 



APPENDIX. 35 

account given by Herodotus : since there is no other that 
could possibly be central in or near Asia Minor from the 
year B.a 660 to ac. 580." 

Now, though I would not venture to question any part 
of Mr. Baily's calculations, I may be allowed to point out 
an error in his statement of one of the most material facts 
of the case, — ^viz., the position of Agathocles, the correc- 
tion of which will shew, that an increase in the latitude 
of the moon, beyond what was indicated by his tables, is 
required, not to the extent of three degrees only, as he 
infers, but more probably to the extent of five or six de- 
grees, — ^the result of which, according to his own rieason- 
ing, will be decisive against the eclipse of September 30, 
B.C. 610. 

Agathocles landed, as Diodorus relates, near a place 
*' caUed the quarriea." These quarries were of sufficient 
importance in his days to give name to the spot, and are 
still of sufficient importance to be marked on our most 
recent maps. They are not, however, as Mr. Airy, the 
Astronomer Royal, has pointed out to me, in the Gulf of 
Cabes, but close to Cape Bon, and now called Alhowareah, 
or the " great quarriea" Th^ distance of this spot from 
Syracuse is not more than four days' voyage. Agathocles, 
therefore, did not proceed in a direct course towards the 
point of landing, but made a considerable deviation either 
north or south. We may infer from Justin that his di- 
rection was north : for Justin writes, " nuUo railUum 
aciente quo veheretur^ cursum in Africam dirigit. Cum 
(that is, during their passage) omnes aut in Italiam prsd- 
datum se, aut in Sardinian ituros crederent" — ^xii. 4, 
There is much significance in this word " cum/' for if the 
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soldiers duri/ng their course supposed that they were pro- 
ceeding to Italy or Sardhua^ that course could not have 
been south. It is certain, therefore, if Justin is to be 
believed, that in order to avoid the superior fleet of the 
Carthaginians, Agathodes sailed north from Syracuse, 
and first taking the direction towards Italy, then towards 
Sardinia^ a possession at that time of the Carthaginians, 
finally landed on>the seventh day on the most northerly 
point of Africa. If so, instead of being on the morning 
of the day after the battle in lat. 36^^ where Mr. Baily 
places him, he would have been about lat. 37}'' ; and the 
centre of the moon's umbra, instead of £sJling upon Malta, 
must have passed somewhere between lat. N. 37^'' and 
38^°, — ^that is to say, between five and six d^rees above 
the latitude found by Mr. Baily's tablea If then (ap- 
plying this correction to the eclipse of B.a 610) three de- 
grees of increased latitude would throw the line of total 
shadow of that eclipse out of Asia Minor, two or three 
degrees more would, without doubt, place it entirely out 
of the question. 

Are we then left without any eclipse which will meet 
the words of Herodotus ? I think not. The data fur- 
nished by Mr. Baily appear to me sufficient to re-establish 
the truth of the historical date. And, if I mistake not, 
the eclipse of 28th of May, RC. 585, will yet prove to be 
a notable instance of the value and accuracy of historical 
tradition, the record of which in this case is, that the 
eclipse took place in the forty-eighth or forty-ninth Olym- 
piad. 

Let us then apply the correction of the moon's latitude, 
as above founds to this eclipse. Mr. Baily calculates that 
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" the centre of the moon's shadow proceeded to the paral- 
lel of N. lat. 40** in W. long. 13"*, when turning to the 
southward, it crossed Spain, and traversed the course of 
the Mediterranean." And he adds, " by a trigonometri- 
cal calculation, I have ascertained that the sun set cen- 
traUy ecUpsed in N. lat 20^ 1' and E. long. 35** 2'. 

Now, without pretending to perfect accuracy, if we 
correct the latitude of the centre of the moon's umbra 
in RC. 586 to the extent of six degrees, partly for the 
amount of error in position found in the eclipse of Aga- 
thocles, which happened at the same node, partly for an 
increase of error during nearly three centuries, from B.C. 
310 to 585, it would have reached on the day in question 
the parallel of N. lat 46°, W. long. 13°, and if we make 
a similar correction for the place ^ of termination of the 
. ecUpse eastward at simset, from N. lat 28° 1', E. long. 
35° 2', to N. lat 34° 1', E. long. 35° 2', and draw a Une 
between the two points, the centre of the moon's shadow 
will pass just north of the island of Samos, through 
lochia, Lycia, and the island of Cyprus, and terminate 
in the sea, about seventy miles north of Sidon. And, as 
the semi^liameter of the total shadow in this instance 
was upwards of one degree, the eclipse would appear to 
have been total at Smyrna, Sardis the capital of Lydia, 
Perga in Pamphylia, and over the southern part of Cilicia 
Would such a line of shadow coincide with the words of 
Herodotus ? 

Let us dismiss the idea that the battle took place near 
the Halys, for which there is no authority, and consider 
two sUght mdications of the locality which we find in 
the history. First, it is said that Thales foretold this 
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eclipse to the lonians; from which we may infer that 
he expected that it would be visible in Ionia, and so 
it would appear to have been. Second, — immediately 
after the battle the king of Cilicia assisted in n^otiating 
a treaty of peace ; from which I would infer that the 
approach of the Medes towards Lydia was through Cili- 
cia, which indeed is the most direct and obvious road. 
Cappadoda, which adjoins CSilida^ we know (Herod i 72), 
was subject at this time to the Medes. It is not unrea- 
sonable, therefore, to assume that the Medes, having 
forced th^ir way through Cilicia, if not indeed in aUiance 
with the king of that country, fought the battle with 
the Lydians somewhere between Cilicia and Lydia^ — 
that is to say, directly under the line of shadow as above 
laid down. 

Thus, both by computation and by history we appear 
to be led to the same point for this eclipse; and I humbly 
submit to the consideration of those. who are more com- 
petent than I am to decide with accuracy such questions, 
whether the line I have marked out is not somewhere 
near Uie truth. 

This, however, I will affirm without fear of contradic- 
tion. That, admitting the foregoing data^ the eclipse of 
B.C. 6iO is absolutely excluded from the question. That 
nothing which has hitherto been advanced by astronomers 
has succeeded in displacing the historical eclipse of B.a 
585. And that if that eclipse be not the true one, there 
is no other which will meet the requirements both of 
history and astronomy. 

J. W. BOSAXQUET. 
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THE ECLIPSE OF THALES. 

The recent improvements in the theory of the Moon, 
due to the elaborate investigations of the Astronomer 
Boyal and Professor Hansen, have rendered a new cal- 
culation of the eclipse supposed to be identical with that 
predicted by Thales very desirable : — ^the correctiomi 
being so large that it is evident the results obtained by 
Mr. Baily and Professor Oltmann would be • materially 
affected by them. This circumstance, added to the his- 
torical arguments against the hitherto received date ad- 
vanced by Mr. Bosanquet in his interesting communi- 
cations to your journal, have induced me to ascertain th^ 
effect of the modem corrections in the elements of th^ 
moon's orbit upon the path of the shadow during the 
eclipses B.C. 610, September 30, and RC. 685, May 28. J 
have made use of Burckhardt's tables of the moon, — 
which are at present employed in the preparation of our 
Nautical Almanac. Instead, however, of adopting the 
tabular values, I have altered the secular movements of 
anomaly, mean longitude and node, so as to bring then^ 
in agreement with the numbers resulting from Mr. Airy's 
discussion of the Greenwich lunar observations : and it 
is worthy of remark, that the corrections indicated by 
Mr. Airy are almost identical with those derived from a 
re-calculation of the nineteen lunar eclipses recorded by 
Ptolemy in his Almagest as regards the motion of the 
node and mean longitude. The secular equations in« 
volving terms depending on the squares and cubes of the 
times I have adopted as they result from the researches 
of Professor Hansen. Much depends on the numerical 
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▼aloes of the co-efficiaitB in these equations whea we 
have to calculate for an epoch twenty-four centuries an- 
tericHr to the present^ and Y&rj soiall variations in their 
abeohtte magnitudes will produce a eonsidenible efiect at 
so remote a period. I have not altered the other equa- 
tions ; thdr influence being small, as compared with the 
changes produced by the corrections just specified. 

With Burdchardt 8 tables thus modified, and Carlini's 
last tables of the sun, I find, that the conjunction in 
right ascension would take place B.C 610, September 30, 
at 7h. 54nL 50b. A.M mean time at Greenwich, in BJL 
ITS'* 54'-8. The central and total eclipse would com- 
mence on the earth generally in lon^tude 4^ 53' W. and 
latitude 56^ 37' N. It would be central and total at noon 
in longitude 59'' 34' K and latitude 40"* 55' N., and the 
middle of the eclipse at sunset would fall in longitude 
134^ 31' K and latitude 20" 14' N. Hence, it is quite 
evident that the moon's shadow did not pass over any 
part of Asia Minor, but rather over the northern part of 
the Black Sea ; and consequently, the eclipse was not 
total at or near the spot indicated by history as the 
position where the contest took place, nor was it visible 
in Ionia. The eclipse of September 30, aa 610 could 
not have been the one recorded by Herodotus and pre- 
dicted by Thalea 

It remains to examine how &t the great edipse of 
BwC. 685, May 28, will agree with historical &ct& Em- 
ploying the same tables, similarly corrected, I find, that 
the sun and moon were in conjunction in right ascension 
at 2h. 53nL 278. p.il Greenwich mean time, in 57** 21''6. 
The central and total eclipse began upon the earth gene- 
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rally in longitude I15M6' W. and latitude r 6' N. ; it feU 
at noon in longitude 45° 39' W. and latitude 41° 59' N., and 
ended in longitude 32° 47' E. and latitude 35° 51' N., at 
which point the sun would set centrally and totally eclipsed. 
The following would also be. positions in the central 
line : — 

Longitude, 10° 43' K Latitude, 43° 8', N. 
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The semi-diameter of the shadow towards the end of the 
eclipse would be 1° IC, and consequently the zone of 
totality would be about 160 miles broad. Home would 
be close upon its southern limit, — ^Athens clearly within 
the same, — so that the eclipse might be total there about 
one minuta The central line would pass a few miles 
north of Miletus, the reputed birthplace of Thales, and 
terminate in the sea to the north of the island of Cyprus. 
The eclipse would be total in Ionia, Lydia, Lycia, Pam- 
phylia, and the southern part of Cilicia. All this agrees 
so well with historical indications, that I conceive we are 
justified in fixing upon the eclipse of RC. 585, May 28, as 
that of Thales and Herodotus. No probable correction 
of the elements of the moon's orbit at a future period is 
likely to affect this conclusion. If the battle between 
the Medes and the Lydians took place somewhere about 
the position suggested by Mr. Bosanquet in the Athenceum 
of the 7th of August, it would &11 within the limits of 
the total eclipse according to my calculation. The un- 
certainty which still attaches to some of the numbers in- 
volved in the computations for the eclipse requires, how- 
ever, that we should regard the track of the shadow thus 
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laid down as an opproximaHon, though a dose one, to 
the tmtl^ — admitting of a little variation one way or the 
other, though not to sach an extent as to vitiate onr in- 
ference in the present instanca If the eclipse were total 
and central at sunset in the position of the contending 
armies, the sadden transition from daylight to the dark- 
ness of night might well cause astonishment and terror ; 
nay, it is questionable whether the effect would not be 
more imposing near sunset than at an earlier time of the 
day. It is quite certain that the totality could not have 
come on in any part of Asia Minor very long before the 
sun descended below the horizon, — ^because, as above 
stated, he set centrally and totally eclipsed at sea^ north 
of the island of Cyprua Those only who have witnessed 
the astounding effects of a total eclipse upon the appear- 
ance of nature can form an adequate idea of the pheno- 
mena likely to have presented themselves to the armies 
of Cyaxares and Alyattes on this occasion. 

I have not calculated the eclipse of Agathocles ; but as 
far as can be judged from the tendency of the modem im- 
provements of the Lunar tables, as shewn in the years B.a 
585 and 610, there is strong reason to suppose that a new 
computation would folly reconcile Astronomy and History. 

There is a misprint in Mr. Baily's paper on the Eclipse 
of Thales, where it is stated that a correction to the 
amount of three degrees in the moon's latitude would be re- 
quired to represent the circumstances of the eclipse of Aga- 
thocles,— the alteration necessary is, about three minvtea. 

Mr. Biahop^a Observatory, Aug, 24. J. R. HlNlX 

* lir. Baily, I think, is speaking of terrestrial, not celestial latitude; of 
the latitude of the moon's umbra, not of the moon itsell — J. W. B. 
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BABYLONIAN CHRONOLOGY. 

Glaysnwre, Enfidd, 

Pursuing the subject of my last communication, I now 
proceed to inquire — Was Darius, the son of Hystaspes, 
" about three score and two years old" in the year B c. 493 ? 

That Darius was about that age in that year I propose 
to prove from the evidence of three most unexceptionable 
authorities: — First, Herodotus has told us that Darius 
reigned thirty-six years; and that this was, in some sense, 
the true length of his reign, is placed beyond doubt, by a 
monument still extant on the Cosseir road, in Egypt, on 
which the thirty-sixth year of Darius is recorded (Bur- 
ton's Excerp. Hierog. xiv. 3). Secondly, Ctesias records 
that he died at the age of seventy-two— "fijo-as i>kv enj oftf 
and, considering that Ctesias was physician to Artaxerxes 
Mnemon, and had peculiar opportunities of informing 
himself concerning Persian afiairs, however much he may 
have erred in Assyrian history, and that seventy-two 
years is about the natural term of life of vigorous men, 
there is every reason to be satisfied with the correctness 
of his record in this particular. From the evidence of 
these authorities, therefore, we may assume that Darius 
reigned thirty-six years, and died at the age of 72.* 

There is a third authority of great weight, from which 
we learn the actual dates of two particular years of the 
reign of Darius. Ptolemy, the astronomer, writing in the 
second century, mentions two eclipses, which had been 

"* Ctesias gives 81 years to Darius (the time he reigned supreme), and 18 
years to Cambyses, together 49 years from B.c. 485. Cambyses, therefore, 
began to reign in B.c. 585, when, as we shall see, Darius was 20 years of age, 
as Herodotus affirms. Herodotus, I think, places the death of Smerdis 
three years too early. 
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observed and recorded at Babylon dnring the reign of 
Darina. One occorred in the twentieth year of his reign, 
and fell on the ISN^h of November, &a 502 ; the other in 
the thirty-first year of his r^gn, and fell on the 25th of 
April, B.a 491. From these data we may calculate with 
sufficient accural^ both the date of the year and the age 
of Darius in any year of his reign. 

The years of his reign, according to Ptolemy, must 
have been computed firom some point later than the 19th 
of November, and earlier than the 25th of ApriL They 
were counted probably from the commencement of the 
Persian dvayear, as the Egyptians oonnted their reigns 
from the first month Thoth, and the Jews from their first 
month Nisan. The Persian civil year also probably be- 
gan in spring, as we know was the case with the Jews, 
and as we shall presently see was the probable time from 
which the years of Darius were computed at Babylon. 

The thirty-first year of Darius will thus have com- 
menced about March or April; say March, RC. 491, and 
wiU have ended about March, B.a 490. His thirty-sixth 
and last year, therefore, will have ended about March, 
BC. 485, in which year we know that Xerxes, his suc- 
cessor, came to the throne. 

Darius died, then, in sa 485, having, according to 
Ctesias, either completed or entered upon his seventy- 
second year. Let us suppose him to have entered his 
seventy-second year during the summer of B.C. 485, and 
that he died in the autumn of that year. He would thus 
have completed his seventy-second year in the summer 
of B.a 484, had he lived, and his sixty-second year would 
have terminated in the summer of aa 494, — and from 
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the summer of B.C. 494 to the summer of B.C. 493, in com- 
mon parlance, he would have been called sixty-two years 
old, or as Daniel expresses it, "about three score and two 
years old/^ 

There may be error, to the extent of not more than one 
year, in this computation, since Darius may, consistently 
with Ctesisus, have died in his seventy-third year The 
conclusion, however, that he was about sixty-two years 
old during the first six months of the year B.a 493 is 
quite consistent with the evidence. 

At this age, we are told by Daniel, who was then at 
Babylon, that "Darius the Median took the kingdom/' 
And since we know of no Darius who ruled over the 
Medes, and also at Babylon, before the son of Hystaspes, 
I have concluded that Daniel can only speak of that 
king. If so, Darius must have removed the seat of em- 
pire to Babylon, and have taken the government of that 
province into his own hands, in the year B.C. 493, three 
years before the battle of Marathon. There is nothing 
improbable in this; but, on the contrary, it is probable 
that Darius, in directing his preparations for revenging 
himself upon Greece, would desire to be hearer to the 
seat of action than the distant capital of Persia. He was 
at that time, we suppose, made " king over the realm of 
the CJhaldeans," as it is elsewhere written, — ^in place of 
one of those native governors, or kings, through whom it 
had been the accustomed policy of the "great king'' to 
rule the several dependent provinces ; and in the second 
year of his so taking the throne of the Chaldeans, perhaps 
we may collect from the book of Ezra, v. 17, that he was 
actually in the great city " there at Babylon." He was 
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then certainly styled " king of Assyria^" vL 22, which is 
remarkable. 

That it was during the first six months of the year 
B.C. 493, that is to say, in the spring of that year, that he 
took the kmgdom of Babylon, we may infer from the 
books of Haggai and Zechariah, who mention in succes- 
sion the first day of the sixth (Jewish) month, the se- 
venth, eighth, ninth, and ^' four and twentieth day of the 
eleventh month, which is the month Sebat,'' in the second 
year of Darius. The years of the reign of Darius are 
counted, therefore, from after the twenty-fourth of Sebat, 
which fiedls in February, and from before the first day of 
the sixth Jewish month, which Mis in August, — pro- 
bably, therefore, from the commencement of the year, in 
the spring of Ra 493. And this brings me to the second 
head of inquiry — ^Was that year, RC. 493, which was his 
first in Scripture, about 70 weeks of years, or 490 years 
before the birth of the Messiah, as we may infer from 
Daniel, ix. 1—2+ ? 

This inquiry, lest I should trespass too much on your 
columns, I will defer to some friture opportunity : adding, 
however, two observations, explanatory of my last com- 
munication ; — ^viz., first, that there is no necessary con- 
nexion between the death of Belshazzar, Daniel, v. 30, 
and the accession of Darius the Median to the throne, 
v. 31 ; as has been before observed by Mr. Greswell, — 
verse 31 more properly belonging to the next chapter. 
Second, that the words in 2 Chron. xxxvi. 22, which ap- 
pear to qualify the plain meaning of verses 19, 20, 21, viz., 
that Ezra counted seventy years from the burning of the 
Temple to the reign of the kingdom of Persia, were not 
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necessarily placed by Ezra where we aow find them in 
Chronicles. They are a copy, word for word, from the 
beginning of the book of Ezra, where they properly be- 
long, which book gives an account of how -the decree of 
Cyrus led to the rebuilding of the Temple and the city in 
the reign of Darius, the son of Hystaspea 

I am, &a I. W. Bosanquet. 



THE END. 
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